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ABSTRACT 



THE ^-STATE PROJECT' IN OREGON 

PROJECTIONS FOR A PROFESSION-WIDE, COOPERATIVE 
SYSTEM OF SUPPORT FOR SCHO\s AND SCHOOL PERSONNEL 



BackqrcHjnd I nforniat ion 



Oregon has been working toward the design of a staff development/ 
school improven>ent support system for several years. Our efforts started 
three years ago with a study of b«ervice education by the deans and 
directors of teacher educat ion programs within the state. , A s this study 
progressed, it broadened to a profession-wide study group ^nd its focus 
expanded to include the continued pt^ofess ional development (CPD) of 
school personnel throughout their professional lives. ^ 

Information collected through research sponsored by the study group 
focused on the number and kind of CPD activities engaged in by school 
perspr\nel during the course of a calendar year, who planned and provided 
these activities, who paid for the activities, th^ value gained through 
the activities, etc. Information also was collected on the statutory 
ar^ administrative rules effecting the professional development of school 
personnel in Oregon, th^ resources set aside within districts to support 
CPD activities, and the attention pa ki CPD activities within contracts 
negotiated by teacher associations. ^ 

Using these data as ^ base from which to proceed, the study 
9^^>up fashioned a set of pol icy and pro^edur^l recoiTimenda-- 

tions that established a bro^d framework for the'^coht I nued professional 
development of school personnel in Oregon. These are attached as Exhibit 
A. All segments of the education community were represented on the study 
group, including the Oregon School Boards Association, the Oregort Educa- 
tion Association, and the Oregon Federation of Teachers. 

The recommendations put forth by the stucjy group have now been ^ 
approved by all of the institutions, agencies and professional associa- 
tions represented on thegroup,and an INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE #f5N- 
TINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL has been established. 
The COUNCIL is to serve as a forum for the discussion of matters per- 
taining to the professional development of school personnel in Oregon, 
and is to advise all institutions and agencies ^ho in any way are re- 
5p<in5ible for improving the quality of school i ng about matters pertain- 
ing to the improvement of school personnel 



4 



Contributions Of The ^-State Project 



V 

lh« ^]l|kpto Project in Oregon was used to extend the work acco^np- 
I i shed by p rof e ss.i on-w i de study group. Specifically, the project 

was used to translate the policy and procedural reconwnendat ions pre- 
pared by the study group into a design for an operational support system 
for schools and school personnel. The support system as a whole is com- 
posed of three interdependent sub-systems, each having to a large exten\ 
its own governance, structure, management procedures and funding] sources. 
Thr focus of each of the sub-systen^s is reflected inMts title: * 

• Sch<K>l I mprovefnen t /S ta f/ Dev^ I opo>ent ; 
4 Advtiru ed S t udy /Ce r t i f i ca t i on ; 

• Co I I eg i a I f xchange/ Prof ess i ona I i za t i on . 

Th«^ Stcite OcpiT rt {7>en t of Educat i on, and Ed^^cation Service Districts are 
central t^^tho o^)eration of the SCHOOL I MPROVEMENT/STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
subsystem; i f) s I i t u t i ons of higher education and the 0 regcpf Teac he r 
StcHuiards and Practices Commission are central to the operation of the 
ADVANCED STUDY/CERTIFICATION sub-system; and professional associations 
are ccrUral to, the operation of the COLLEGIAL E XCHANGE/PROFESS I ONAL I ZA- 
flON sub-systefH, 

The INTERAGENCY COUNCIL is responsible for seeing that these three 
suf)port systefns are comp I er^en t ar y , and in conibination provide the i<ind 
ot support services needed by schools and school personnel t6 continu- 
ously improve the guality of schooling in Ore/gon . 

Central to the funding and operation of the proposed support system 
is the concept of regionally organized "educci t i ona I cooperatives" or 
"educational consortia." 'These are seen as in organizational arrange- 
r^*nt that is erUered into voluntarily to creite the necessary pool of 
resources and exper t i se*^needed to effectively support schools in their 
staff developn>ent and program imfirovement efforts. Consortia do not 
have a statutory base in Oregon. As presently conceived they will draw 
tociether the resources of local districts, education service districts, 
institutions of higher education, educational R and D agencies, and the 
State Department of Education. 

Resources made ava i I ab le through the ^-State Project have been 
directed intensely to the design and testing of the schopi IMPROVE- 

MENT/STAFF DE\VELOPME><J su{)port system, and the i mp I en)en ta t i on of this 
system through regional consortia. By the end of the project (May, 
1979) eleven school districts working within the framework of three 
regional consorv^ia will have orepared program Improvement/staff develop- 
ment plans around identified program improvement needs, and the plans 
will have been used to test the f eas i b i I i ty of both the ^p I ann i ng pro- 
cess and projections for implen>entat i on . Each feasibility test is to 
contain data as to costs and benefits for each Institution and agency 
that has been associated with the pi ann i ngl process . 
\ 
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The Oregon Experience As A Test Of The 
f . '♦-State "Prototype" Tor Statewide Planninq 

I • 

♦ ' The propased support system for schools «nd school personnel in 
Oregon evolved as the "prototype" for statewide planning was evolving 
within the project as a whole. As both now stand how do they compare? 
Have the elements i dent i f i ed . i n the prototypeNt^een addressed by the pro- 
posed support system in Oregon? If so, hovy? If" not, why noj? 

The paragraphs that follow describe, the n^atch between the proto- 
type and the Oregon plan. Many of the specifics around these topics 
hav>e not been worked out in detail, but all have been discussed. 
Where fornkil decisions have not as yet been reached the policy recom- 
mendations of the profession^ide study group and the structure of the 
proposed support system give direction to wh^t they might be. 



Governance * * ^ * 

IDJscussec]; recognized as essential; some design decisions 
rfede; one structure established] • • 

Trying to picture the (]overnance st ructure for any statewide sup- 
port system for schools and school personnel is difficult, especially 
when the system is essentially cooperat i ve in nature- Generally speak- 
ing, however, those participating in the ^-State Pro j ec t ant i c i pate 
several levels of governance operating in a " foose 1 y-coupl ed" fashion. 
In addition to the governance structure each participating institution 
afid agency has of its own, new structures will need to be estab- 

lished to accornmodate the various organizational levels operating wi th- 
ifi the support system as'^a whole. A governance structure will have to 
be set up, for examp^le, for each regional cooperative. The rnost gen- . • 

eral governance structures more accurately, n>onitoring and advisory 
. iwchanisms — are the" I NTERAGENCY COUNCIL for the Continued Prafessiortal 
Development of School Personnel (established) and a proposed ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE TO THE SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION ON INSTRUCTIONAL 
' IMPROVEMENT. 

The extent to which, and the manner in which, these various govern- 
in/j bodies might interact is simply beyond our ability to Toresee at 
this t i n)e . ' • ^ . ' 

' Needs Assessment 

■ ' — "T — ■ ♦ ' • # 

(Discussed; recognized as essential; no design decisions made] - 

. y ^ 

Participants in the ^-State Project antlos^pate that each level of 
organization within the state plan warranting a governance structure \ 
^ will have a "needs assessment" and "priority assignment", functipn to 

perform. Also, each will have access to different Information pertain- 
ing to needs, and may interpret need information quite i d iosync ra t i ca 1) y . ^ , 
Some exchange of information about needs will f^low across the various^ 
levels of the support system as a whole, but what information and how 
specifically it will be transferred, for eamuj^le, from^'local or servi 
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dli'trUts to the State Oepartn>ent, and vice v«rsa» is as yet without 
specification. ^ 



Outcofncs To Be Achieved 

(Discussed; recognized as essential; design decisions reached] 

\ 

The support system has two primary alms. First, Mt is to make 
accessable to schools in all parts of the state, regardless of loca- 
tion or size, the resources and expertise needed to implement locally 
desired or stafe and federal mandated . school improvement/ staff develop 
ment efforts. Second, it is to make full and efficient use of all 
resources available within the educat i onaj^j, commun i ty in Oregon. The 
attainment of learning outcon)e5 for children and youth desired by e,ach 
community in the state is the overarc+iinq goal o.f support system. 

Enabling goals include instructional and support programs in schools, 
that are cost effective in facilitating desired learning outcomes, and 
school personnel wha a re able to implement these programs. 

.» 

Service Delivery Systems 

[Discussed; recognized as essential; deftign decisions reached] 

These have been described previously (see contributions of the 
^-State Project , 'p 2) . ' 



Rewards/ I n cent i ves 

{Discussed^ recognized as essential; Task Force established 
to prepare re commend at ions] 

Throughout the del iberal^ons of the profession-wide study group, 
and throughout the ^t-State Project, the assumpt Ion ' has been made t;hat 
the primary n>otWe operating on the part of all concerned was an over- 
riding desire to create^^the best possible learn Ing opportuni t ies for 
children and youth. Our assumption has been that this motive is cen- 
tral to the work o f s ta te agency personnel, teacher educators and staff 
of professional associations as well as teachers, administrators and 
board members of school systems. If this assumption were absent the 
progress made thgs' far would not have been possible. If this assump- 
tion were found to be false in future the ifkellhood of being able to 
establish a support system of the kind proposed wo d be beyt)nd reach. 

While the assumption of commitment to the well being of children 
and youth, and td' strengthening schopi programs and School faculties 
as means to this end, have played a central r6)e in'the development • 
of the proposed support system it has been recogn i zed ^ a 11 along that 
more tangible incentive and reward structures will be needed as the 
support system is Implemented. The orrl y Incentive of this kind that 
has been dealt wfth at all systematically by either study group or per 
sons involved In the 4-State Project has been the matter of funding fo 
program ImproVement/staff development efforts. The study group 
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recouifuended that fundinc) (i^uidelines be establistied that reflect the prin- 

interests served," A task force 
toordi nat i nq Commission to devejop 



ci()le of "costs assumed accord inrj to 
established bv the Orec|on Educationa 



t hese' (ju i <J^* ' i[\es is in the process of prepaninc} its r ecoiirienda t I ons 



Eva I ua t ion 



( Di scijsse(l ; recocjfiized as essential; no desrcjn decisions made] 

A desiqn to detennine* the costs and benefits that accompany the 
impi ementat ior^ of the proposed support system has not been established. 
Studios 'have been cofiduct ed as part of tfie ^-Sta^e Project to determine 
the feasibility of regional ly orc^anized educational cooperatives effec- 
tively support inc] school i nip rovemen t / s t a f f development efforts at the 
local level, and proposed funding thrduqfi t;^he Sta^e Department for Sl/SD 
efforts in tho comincj biennium will require a strong evaluation compon- 
ent, but *an overall plan of evaluation has been delayed urU i 1 the out- 
lines of tfie support system are ii>ore firmly in place. If and when the 
State HK^ves to formally ado[)t the f)roposod system, and initiate its 
implementation, sucfi a design will be developed. Preliminary discus- 
sions 9f such a design have pointed to the importance (and the diffi- 
culty) of lookinc] to irnproved student learning as one measure of bene- 
fit.. The imp leineruat ion of tfie new Standards for Elementary and 
Secondary Schools in Oregon, tiowover, should make feasible tfie collec- 
tion* of t fi i s kind of data. 



Fund 1 n(j 

{Discussed; recognizee! as essential; no desicin decisions f)iade] 

ffie major steps that have- been taken ihus far With respect to 
funding the proposed support system.^iave been described in the discus- 
sion of rev/arcis/ i ncen t i ves (see above). 



Conclusions Reacfied As A Result Of Oregon's 
Planning Effort That May Be Helpful To Other States 



1. Agreenient as to definitions and terminology that perta1n\to the 
continued professional development of school personnel must be re^iched • 
before progress in planning can be made. , 



2. The extent to which the conceptrof school improvement, as^ de- 
fined through either the improvement o f^ Lns t r uc tj ona 1 programs -or the 
improvement of student learning, is to be linked with the 

^-<:oncepts of staff development and inservice education. 

3. - Statewide planni.ng for staff deve 1 5pmen t / i nse rv i ce must recog- 
nize and takB advantage of the variety of forms which the continued 
profess ionaP cievelopment of, school personnel can take,' and the variety 
of avenues through which it may -be pursued^ » 
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'i. When undertaking statewide planning that bears upor^ the con- 
tinued professional development of school personnel, agreement has to 
be reached on the criteria against which staff deve lopmen t/ i nserv ( ce 
programs are to be judged effective. 

5. Care needs to be taken in defining what is meant by a "state- «^ 
wide plan" for staff development. Each state, because qf its history 
and organization, probably will differ In the moaning rr>lshes to 
assign to "statewide planning." (^^^ 

6. To" be effective any "statewide plan" bearing upon the continued 
professional development of school . personnel , regarjl 1 ess. of its focus, 
must be able to serve an essentially endless variety of school person- 
nel in an essentially encjiess variety of school settings, and do so in , 
a manher that assigns value to this variety. 

7. To be effective any statewide plan that bears upon the continued 
professional development of school personnel must have the endorsement 
of the school personnel and the school boards It Is to serve- For all 
intents and purposes this means that teachers,' specialists, administra- 
tors and school board representatives will need to be involved in 
-developing the plan. 

8. To be politically acceptable any planning at the state level in 
this day a>|d age must 'not add apprec labl y to the cost of public educa- 
tion, or to the governmental bureaucracy surrounding education. 

V ^ 
^. To politically acceptabfe any planning at the state level 
in this 'day ind age must' be accompanied wi tt) an evaluation plan that 
will secure evidence as to both costs and benefits upon implementation. 
* 
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EXHIBIT At ' 

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PROFESSION-WIDE STUDY GROUP 
THE CONTINUED RROFE'SS I ONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL^ 



POLICY RECOMMENPATION // 1 : Encourage each local district to establish 
and operate, in consultation with its personnel, ^ s ta f f ^deve I op- 
. nient proqram that is responsive to student, staff, district and 
state neecfs . ' 

-POLICY RECOMMENDATION fil:' Identify, ca ta I ogue ,\nd cause to be' devel/)ped 
when lacking, the instructional resources and exfjertise needed by 
'districts to 'plan and operate staff deve I opment .programs , organize 
these resources to make them available to distr^i'cts, and in.form 
districts about how they can gain access to thfem. 

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #3: Obtain the information needed' to design effec- 
tive and cost-efficient lo^al staff development programs, and a 
statewide system of support for these progr-ams. 

\ 

POLICY RE COMMErrOAT ION -Improve the gua"! Ky ^nd increase the flexi- 

bility of programs leading to the STANDARD TEACHING Certificate, 
SPECIALIST CertiPicates and ADMINISTRATIVE Certificates for school 
personnel . , 

POLICY RECpMMENDATION //5: Develop guidelines for f und i r^-g. p rof es s i ona 1 
• developmcMH activities fOr school personnel that reflect thre prin- 
ct()le of costs assumed according to interests served. 

. POLICY RECOMMENDATION //6: Establish the present profession-wide study 

group as an AD HOC INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE CONTINUED PROFES- X 
SIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL that wi 11 ' (a) continue as 
a forum for t he 'd i scuss 1 on of matters pertaining to the profes- 
sional development of school personnel in Oregon; (b) advise the 
Oregon Boar^ of Education, the Oregon'Soard of Higher Education, 
the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission, the Oregon Educa- 
tional Coordinating Commission and the independent colleges and 
universities that prepare teachers in matters pertaining to the 
continued professional development of school personnel; and (cfT 
help coordinate the efforts of the 1 ns t i t ut I ons * and agencies that 
sh^re responsibility for the quality of -schopls and school per- 
sonnel within the state, ^he COUNCIL, so long as >t exists, will 
submit biennial ly^, to each constituent group a summary of Its acti- 
vities and the progress that is being made in Implementing the 
above recommendat Tons . 



Excerpted from "the summary report" of the study group entitled: Gett ing 
M ore From Our Schoo I ^~T^ol 1 cy and Procedura-l R(5comm,enda t Ions for the 
Cont inued Profess lon'^al Develop ment of School Persomwl In. Orenon ^ ' 
June, 1978. 7 ' 
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TO WH9M IT "may CONCERN 



year was^^n^nf^^c?^? '-^ forging- ppl fey recoraiendatlans. Tt* oast ■ 

tive undlr™kina' ih\f hi " ^'•<*"<!"S and an. Informative/and constS^^ 
ThP fsrt thl; ■ ''^ tnpdifijrf on the basis of experience 

■ ■ ■ ' * ^ ' ■ ■ ^ 

escn-b'ed In'th?! repoTrL^re^A^'' "'''■-'^??^^ Counc.l..tUt the framework 
Organizations encles service o ov?de""rr"fH^ ""'"^ °^ departure. 

especially the children and youth served by our schools'- should be the better 
Respectfully, - j ^ . - 

^ Marshall Watklns 
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"instructional Services 
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for the Continued Professional 
Development of School I'ersonnel 
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SYNOPSIS 



THE A -STATE ^PROJECT IN OREGON 

PROJECT I0?1S F'OR A PROFESS I ON-W I , DOOPERATIVE 
SYSTEM OF SUPPORT FOR SCHOOLS AND SC4H00L PERSONNEL 



Backq round I nf orma t Ion 

t 

Oregon has been working toward the design of a staff development/ 
school improvement support system for several years. Efforts started 
three years ago with a study of inservlce education by the deans and 
directors of teacher education progranis within the state. As thia study 
progressed, it broadened to a prof ess I on-^wide study group and Its/focus 
expanded to include the continued professional development (CPD) if 
school personnel throughout their professional lives. 

Information collected through research sponsored by the study group 
focused on the number and kind of CPD activities engaged In by school 
personnel during the course of a calendar year, who planned and provided 
these activities, who paid for the activities, the value gained through 
the Activities, etc. Information also was collected on the statutory 
and administrative rules effecting the professional development of school 
personnel in Oregon, the resources set aside wUhin districts to support 
CPD activities, and the attention paid CPD activities within contracts 
negotiated by teacher associations. 

Usin'g^ these data as a base from which Co proceed, the study group 
fashioned a set of policy and procedural recommendations that established 
a broad framework for the continued professional development of school 
personnel in Oregon. With the exception of the community colleges, all 
segments of the education community were represented on the study group, 
including private colleges and universities, local school boards, and 
education service districts. 

v_ 

The recommendations put, forth by the study group have been approved 
by all of the Institutions, agencies apd professional associations 
represented on'thf^ group, and an INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE CONTINUED 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL has been established.- The 
COUNCIL is to serve as a- forum for the discussion of matters pertaining 
to the professional development of school jDersonnel In Oregon, and Is to 
advise all Institutions and agencies who ln:any way are responsible for 
Improving the quality of schooling about maKers pertaining to the Imp 
ment of school personnel. 
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Contributions Of The ^t-State Project 

Tht '^-Stat^ Project In Oregon was used to extend the work accomp- 
lished by the profess Ion-wide '^tudy group. Specifically, the project 
ywas used to t t'anslate^.the polity and proc<idu r a 1 reccwiimendat i ons pre- 
pared by the study group i nt9/*2rttes ^gn for an x)pe ra t i ona 1 support system 
•for scho<^l,s and sc hwr per sorfylne J . ^ The .support sy-^tem as a whole i-5 cchi)- 
^ppsed of three i nt er'dependeht sub-systems. e>icti hav i ng to a large extent 
its own governance structure', management procedures and funding sources. 
The focus of each of^ the sub-systems is reflectecj in its i 1 1 e : 

. . . . s . . 

• School Improvelnent/St af f Development; 

• Advanced S t.udy/Cer t i f i ca t i or^ ; 

• Col 1 eague Fxchancje/Prof ess i onal i / at ion . 

The State Department of Education and Education Service Districts are 
central to the operation of the SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT/STAFF DEVELOPMENT' 
sub-system; institutions of higher education and the Oregon Teacher 
Standards and Practices Commission are. central to the operation of the 
AD^TANCED SrTUDY/CERT I F I CAT I ON sub-system; ^nd professional associations 
are central to the operation of the COLLEAGUE EXCHANGE/PROFESS I ONAL I ZA- 
T I ON suh-system. 

The INTERAGENCY COUNCIL is responsible for seeing that these three 
support systems are complementary, and 'in combination provide the kind 
of support ^services needed by schools and school personnel to continu- 
oiisly irnprc>ve the quality of schooling in Oregon, 

Central to the funding and operation of the proposed support system 
is the concept of reg i ona 1 1 y'l) rgan i zed "educational cooperatives" or 
"educational consortia." These are seen as an organ izat lonaT arrange- 
ment that is entered into voluntarily to create the necessary pool 
of resources and expertise needed to effectively support schools in 
their staff development and program improvement efforts. As presently 
conceived they will draw together'the resources of local districts, 
education service districts, iVist i tut ions of bigher education, educa- 
tional R and D agencies, and the State Department of Education. 

• Resources made available through the ^--State Project have been 
directed rriost intensely to the design and testing of the school IMPROVE- 
MENT/STAFF DEVELOPMENT support system, and the impl enientat i on of this' 
system through regional consortia. Three independent tests of the ^ 
feasibility of the proposed support system were carried out. Eleven 
school districts working within the framework of three regional consortia 
prepafed program improvement/staff development plans around identified . 
program improvement fteeds. These plans were used to test the feasi- 
bility o-f both the planning process and project i ons for imp 1 e/tien tat i on . 
Each feasibility test included data on the costs and benefits accruing 
to each institution and agency involved in the planning process. 
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THE i4-STATE PROJECT 

In May, 1978, with the aid of funds from the U. S. Office of Educa- 
tion, four states joined together to s4,ud>^he matter of " . . . Improv I nq 
student achievement through staff development.'^ The project had two 
purposes. First, each of fhe fx>ur states was to develop a specific 
statewide system for ^s tab 1 i sh i ng comprehensive staff devel opment pro- 
grams ... as a demonstration n)6del.*' Second, the four states co9pera- 
tively were to establish from the i r col lect i ve experience a "...proto- 
type model (s) for deve 1 op i ng' s ta t ew I de staff development systems ... for 
use on a national basis. A list^<^f the elements fo be reflected Ip " 
each state's plan for staff development is attached as Exhibit A. 

The four states taking part in the. project were Michigan', New York, 
Oregon and West Virginia. The project extended over a twelve n>onth per- 
iod. May 2?, 19/8 through May 21, 1979. 



Purposes . 

At the time the project was received a profession-wide study group 
^ that had been working over a perio<^ of two and a half years had just 
"submitted its recommendations on the continued professional development 
of school personnel in Oregon. These recommendations were broad and 
general in nature, but they provided a sound foundation on which the 
'♦-State Project could build. In addition the work of the study group 
had provided much needed clarity with respect to role responsibilities' 
within the state for t>>e continued professional development of school 
personnel ,■ and the concepts and def i n i t i ons ^needed to deal effectively 
with this critical aspect of education. The work of the study group has 
been reported in three documents: 

' • Getting htore From Our Schools: Policy and Procedural 
Recommendations foj" the Continued^ Professional Develop- 
ment of Schopl Personnel in Oregon ; 

2 • A Summary of Findings From Research on the Continued 
Professional Deve I opment x)f School Personnel In Oregon: 
A Document Supporting Policy and Procedural Recpmmenda- 
t i ons ; and 

3 . A Framework for Viewing the Continued Professional De- 
velopment of School Personnel . 

■Using the work of the study group as a foundation, the resources 
-made /ava i lab I e through the '♦-State Project were able to be used to de- 
sigrf-and test in a preliminary way a support system for school person- 
nel that reflects the chiaracter i s t i cs recommended by ihe study group. 
Formal Institutional and agency approval still needs 3b be obtained 
, for the system that is being proposed, but current plarts call for this 
to be done during the coming year. In keeping with the spirit. of the. 
profession-wide study group the proposed support system is intended to 
be cooperative in nature, drawing upon the resources and expertise of 
•II within the educational community. \ 
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Structure And Operotion 



The primary work grf^'up for the project was the Inservice Steering 
Comcnittee within the Oregon Department of Education. This was in keeo^ - 
ing with the purpose of the uroject and the award of the project to tj^e 
State Department. The recenTTV est ahj i shed Inter-Agency Counc II ■ for the 
Continued Professional Developinent of Scho9l Personnel Served- as a * ^ 
broadly constituted review and advisory body to the" proj e'er . Dr. Donald 
Egge, As'sociate Superintendent and for the Instructional Services 
Division within the Department s'erved as Chairman of the Inservice Com- 
mittee. Dr. Del Schaloek, Research Professor in the Teaching Research 
Division of the Oregon State System of Higfier Education, served as staff- 
to t he p> o J ec t . , 

Procedurally the project followed practices established by the pro- 
fession-wide study group. Ten ta t i ve. des i gn proposals were submitted to 
the Steering Committee for review and refinement, and from the Committee' 
critigues clarity of issues and design reguirements gradually emerged. 
Conceptual clarification and the sharpen i ng of definitions were companion 
beneMts. This process occurred repeatedly throughout the project, with 
the Steering Committee meet i ng- e i ght tinies during the course of 12 ninths 

At critical points in the evolution of the project the emerging de- 
sign for the support system was taken to external groups for review. 
Three si^ch reviews were held by the I nte r- Agency 'Counc i I , two by the 
superintendents of education service districts and- two by the deans and 
directors of teacher education in both public and private institutions 
of hioher education in Oregon.^ 

Three additional reviews were obtained of the proposed support 
system in the form of feasibility tests. Three regional consortia, each 
involving two or more local districts, one or more educat ion ser'y fee 
districts and one or more institution^ of higher education prepared 
staff development/program improvement plans around identified program' 
improvement needs. Afj:er deve lop i ng _ the i r respective plan?, and assign- 
ing role responsibilities and cost projections for their implementation, 
each- member of the three consortium groups made an independent judgment 
as. to the feasibility of carrying out their work plans as structured. 
These judgments were summarized and reported to State Department and 
^-State project personnel. The feasibility tests', and the conclusions 
drawn from them, are described in greater detail in subsequent pages. 



Organization Of The Report 



The report is o rgan i zed . i n a manner to show how thfe ^-State Project 
built on the work of the profess i on-w i de study group as well as the con- 
tributions that the project has made in its own rigbt. Accordingly the 
first section of the report summarlzies ttie major accomp I i shmen t » of the 
study group. This is followed by three sections that spell out the con- 
tributions of the ^-State Project, giving special attention to the de- 
sign that emerged from the project for the support of local districts 
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In their staff development /school impFovement efforts. Tffe rep6rt 
^closes with a listing of stf^ps that need to be taKen in n>ovinq Co 
implemefir the proposed support system. 

. WORK PRECEDING THE PROJECT: THE 
PROFESSION-WIDE STUDY GROUP FOR THE CONTINUED 
, PROF'ESSIONAL^ DEVELOPMENT 0^, SCHOOL PERSONNEL - 

' ' \ 

Oregon has working toward the design of a st^ff dev« lopnient/ 

school improvement "support system for several years. Work started 
three y«ars aqo with a study of i nsery i ce >ed/icat i on by the deans and 
directors of teacher education programs within the state. As this study 
progressed it broadened to a profession-wide study group, and its focus 
expanded to include ^he continued professional development (CPD) of 
school personnel throughout their professional lives. The work of the 
study group as a whole is reported in the three volumes cited previously 
(see p I). The major con t r i b" ' ons from the work of the study group, 
from the point of view of the ^-State Project, 'are described briefly in 
the paragraphs that follow. ' * 

\ - _ • 

A Data Base 

From the outset the profession-wide study group had three aims. 
The first was to become familiar with the statutes, rules and policies 
that govern th6 continued professional development of school personnel 
in Oregon. The second vjas to become familiar with the programs, pro- 
cedures ,• resources and needs that exist in the state with respect to 
this relatively neglected aspect of education.' The third,. In light of 
.this information, was to design a system of support that would help 
schools in Oregon meet the staff development needs they face as they 
implement the new Standards, Public Law 3^-\k2, and various other pro- 
grams of their own or someone else's choosing. ♦ 

More than a year was sparnt in collecting data related to these 
aims. Information was collected abqut policies (statutes and adminis- 
trative rules) currently governing the continued professional develop- 
ment of school personnel in Oregon, responsibilities that have been ' 
assigned to various institutions and agencies within the state for the 
regulation and support of professional development activities, and how 
these activities tend to be financed. Information also was collected 
on professional development activities pursued by teachers and school 
administrators, who provided these activities, and their perceived value 
or worth. Finally, information was collccty^d on monies actually being . 
spent in the state for continued professional development activities 
engaged in by school personnels 

Three major investigations were undertaken by the study group to 
obysin this information,. These included (1) a survey of ^50 teachers 
«nd'250 education specialists randomly selected within seventeen school 
districts In the state; (2). a survey of 250 principals and vice prin- 
cipals randon^ly selected from all school districts in the state; and 
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(3). an intensive, on-site study of the poIicie\5. procedures, practices 
and financial arrangements surrounding continued profess i ona-l develop- 
ment activities within the^eventeen school districts from which the . 
Heachers and education specialists were selected. The seventeen dis- 
tricts studied varied systematically as to size and geog raph i c locat i on 

In addition i nfontiat ion was collected from a number of institution^ 
an<i agencies on nionies currently >eing spent in support of the continued 
>, profess ional deve lopment of school personnel, including institutions of 
higher education, the Division of Continuing Education, the State Depart- 
ment of Education, Intermed l<ite Education Districts, and selected profes- 
sional associations. A pilot study involving on-site surveys with 

• teachers, education specialists and administrators^from the seventeen 
districts studied also was carried out. 

Anjoverview of procedures followed in these various studies, and 
a summary of findings from t ht-m , a re prov i ded in the second document 
c i j ed oh pi. 

Def i n i t ions 

Although a wide ^rvdiy of activities support the continued profes- 
sional development of school personnel, educators do not appear to have 
an agreed-to terminology for discussing such activities. After careful 
cons i(3erat ion a language was adopted by the study group that involves 

• (^ve essent i a 1 terms: Professional Development, 1 ni t i a 1 ^Profess i on^ 1 
oXelopment, Continued Professional Dj|^/el opmen t , Inservice Studies, and 
Advanced Studies. These are defined briefly in the paragraphs that 

fol low. ' 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: The gradual and continuing prpcess of 
accumulating the knowledge, sk i 1 1 and sens i t i v i ty needed to func- 
tion effectively in specified roles in particular school !»ettings, 
commencing with entry to an approved teacher prepa rat ion program 
and terminating with retirement. The two major phases of pro- 
'fessional development involve growth that occurs prior to assum- 
ing a formal teaching, sp'ecfalist or adm i n i s t ra t i ve pos i t ion and 
growth that occurs after assuming such a position. 

INITIAL PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: The acquisition of the knOwJ^dge , 
skill and sensit.fvity needed to perform effectively upon entry 
to a particular teaching, specialist or administrative role with- 
in the schools. Generally speaking programs leading to an initial 
^ level of professional deve 1 opmen t a re offered by institutions of 
^ higher education and involve a core of work in the liberal arts 
and sciences, basic studies in the discipjines, basic studies in 
the profession, and supervised field experiences in schools. 

CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: The acquisition of new and ad- 
vanced knowledge, skill and sens i t i v i ty that enhance performance 
as a teacher, specialist or administrator subsequent to entry 
into the profession. Conbinued professional development occurs 
through both informal and formal learning experiences. Informal 
learning experiences incl\jde reading, exchange with colleagues, 
attcridance at professional meetings, and on-the-job experience 
O generally. Formal learning experiences are usuiiJIy of two kinds: 

E^C Inservice studies and advanced studies. * 



INSERVICE STUDIES: Learning activities pursued by te\achers, spe- 
cialists and administrators that are designed'to enhance Job 
performance withjn a particular schooJ setting. Generally speak- 
ing Inscrvice studies aYc ^designed to satisfy spec I f I c s taf f de- 
velopment needs within^a district or a state, and us-ually.are 
sponsored by a local district, a state agencry or a professional 
association. Some inservice activities may be accepted by In- 
■4tltutiorts of higher education for advanced certification or 
advanced degrees. Sonte districts «klso provide their own system 
of "credits" for inservice. stud ies , 

ADVANCED STUDIES: Learning ^ctivities pursued by teachers, spe- 
cialists and administratorsvthat update and expand the know- 
ledge, skill and sens i t J v i ty |they bring to a school and com- 
munity as a professional educ^^tor. Generally speaking advanced 
studies are designed keep fteachers and administrators abreast 
of current deve I opnien t s i» th«ir related fields of study, and 
enhance the conceptual and* theoretical base from which they oper- 
ate. Programs of advanced stu^y usually are offered by institu 



tions of higher education, and 
ficate or an advanced degree. 



usually lead to an advanced cert 1 
items are illustrated in Figure I 



The relationships aniong these various;,.-..,, o.^ . . . u:> l . aicu m r.gure i 
Related terms,, and the literature in Which they appear, are reviewed in 
the third document cited on page 1. 
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CONTINUUM OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 



INI TIAL 
PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 



POINT OF 
ENTRY 
TO THE 
PROFESS ION 



Genera 1 
studies 

Bas ic Bas i c 

studies Studies 

in the in the 

discipMnes profession 

Supervised 
field experience^ ^- 



CONTINUING 
PROFESS I ONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 



RETIREMENT 



Job experience; exctiange with colleagues 
Reading; attendance at professional meetings 
INSERVlOE STUDIES 
ADVANCED STUDIES 



Figure 1. A framework for thinking about the continued 
professional development of school personnel 
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Prem i ses 



TeVi bas i c . premi ses wtere agreed to by the study group. These, in 
comblnat ion- wl th the goals that follow, provided the basis for the 
policy and' procedural recommendations that were made by the study group. ^ 

1. To continue prac t i c I rig ; i n the profession, certiUcated personnel 
should be able to demonstrate their ability to perform thh functions ex- 
pected of them, including the ability to achfeve desired learning out- 
comes with students, and to show they have kept up with recognized de- 

, velopments in their field of specialty, 

2. Professional development should be an individualized, continuous, 
and systemat i c process whereby all educat i on • pe rsonne 1 obtain profes- 

s i ona I t ra i n i ng . 

4 3' Individual professional development plans should be jointly' 

developed and approved by the district and by the prof ess i ona 1 involved. 

Professional development activities should be responsive to in- 
dividual and district needs, as well as to state goals and priorities. 

5. Teachers should be represented in planning and implementing 



pro f ess i ona 1 development activities 
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6,. Professional development programs should be linked to identi- 
fied needs of students. 

7. A comprehensive professional development program should utilize 
collecjes, education service districts, local districts, professional 
organizations, experienced teachers, administrators, and other appro- 
priate groups in planning and carrying out the program. 

8. The^ f inane ing of continued professional development activities 
should reflect the prin6iple of "costs assumed according to interests 

^rved\" 

9. To implement effective continuing professional development pro- 
grams for school personnel throughout the state $ome means must be found 
to identify and make available to schools the full range of resources ' 
that can be drawn upon for this purpose. 

10. To ma inta in ^f feet i ve profess ional development programs for 
school personnel some means must be found to permit a continuing .dia- 
logue among school pyersonneP, teacher educators and citizens of the 
^tate about the continued professi6nal development needs of schdol per- 
sonnel, and how be^st to be re5p6nslve to these needs. 
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f . Goals , . . 

I Six long-term goals were estab 1 i shed by the study group. ,While 
these were gdels that cou,ld noX be achieved by the study group-alone, 
they served as giildes In formlrtg study \^up recommendations. They 
also ^4rve as standards ^gainst which to measure the effectiveness of 
actions takea in response to the recommendat torrs . / 



GOAL 1." Personnel In schools throughout Oregon who are current In 
their fields and successful in the performance of their jobs. 

^GOAL 2. Local districts throughout the state that are organized 
and funded to support staff development programs. 

9OAL 3. Education service districts and institutions of hfgher* 
education throughouf the state that are organized and funded, to support 
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districts in their staff development efforts. 



. GOAL 4. The State Department of Education organized and funded to 
helK local districts design and imp 1 eni^ s ta f f development programs 
and to help education service districts and institutions of higher ed- 
ucation coordinate their. efforts to support schools in this process. 

GOAL 5. Institutions of higher educat.ion offering programs of ad- 
vanced study in the profession and related disciplines that are of High 
quality, "are in keeping wi th. advanced certification requirements set 
for school personnel in the state, and are adapted to fit the profes- 
sional strengths, weaknesses and experience of the individuals involved. 

GOAL 6. A mechanism to insure continuing dialogue among school 
personnel, teacher educators and citizens of the state about the con- 
tinued professional development needs of school personnel, and the pro- 
grams required to be responsive to these needs. 
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Policy Recommendations 

Six policy recommendations were made by the study group. Three 
of these dealt with inservice st ud i es , and one wi th advanced studies 
Two were general in nature. Hope of the recommendations called for 
changes In statutes or administrative rules that now exist with respect 



to education in Or^goq. 



In combination these six recommendations were intended to la/'a 
foundation for a Cost-effective approach to the, continued professional 
development of school personriel throughout the , -state » 

V ' ■ . . 1 

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #1: Encourage edch local district to estab- 
lish and operate, in consultation with Its personnel, a- sta'ff develop- 
ment program that is responsive to student, staff, district and stite 
needs . | 

1 

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #2: Identify, catalogue, and cause to bl 
developed when lacking, the instructional resources and expertise nieded 
by districts to plan tfnd operate staff development programs, organlie • 
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the?e resources to "hiake them available td dTstricts, and Inform dis-' 
tricts about how they can qain access to them. •• ^ ' 

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #3: "(rbtain the information needed^ to deaiqn 
effective and cost-efficient local »taff development programs, and a 
statewide system of support for these proqcams. • * 

POLICV RECOMMENDATION ^k:' Imprdvo the qull i ty and lincreqse the • 
flexibility of programs leading to the STANDARD TEACHING Certificate, 
SPECIALIST Certificates and ADMINISTRATIVE Certificates for school per- 
sonne I . ' / 

POLICY RECOMMENDATION >5): Deve lop qu i de 1 i nes for • fund ing pro fes-- 
sional development activities for school personnel that reflect the 
principle of costs assumed according to i nterestl^seryed . 

POLICY RECOMMENDATION //6: E s tab 1 i s)^ ' t he present profession-wide 
^study group as an AO'#*OC INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE CONTINUED PROFES- 
SIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL that will (a) continue as a forum 
for the discussion of matters perta i n i ng. to the professional development 
of school personnel in Oregon; (b) advise the Oregon Board of Education, 
the Oregon Board of Higher Education, the Teacher Standards and Prac- 
tices CommiH5|ion, the Oregon Educational Coordinating Cormiission and the 
i ndependenr't colleges and un i vers 1 1 ies that prepare teachers in matters 
pertaining to the continued professional development of school person- 
nel; and (c) help coordinate Xhe efforts' of t he i ns t i tu t ions and agenqies 
that share responsibility for the quality of schools and school person- 
nel within the state- The COUNCrL, so long ^s it exists, will submit 
biennially to each constituent group a summary of its activities and 
the progress that is being made in implementing the above recommenda- 
tions. 



Pol icy Acceptance 

With the exception of the Oregon Federation of Teachers all insti- 
tutions, agencies and professional associations represented, on the pro- 
fession-wide study group have formally adopted the recommendat i onS made 
by the study group. Except for several acceptance letters t^at were 
"conditional," or that were accompanied by recommendations for change 
in the wording of either a policy or procedural recommendation, all ' 
approved the policy recommendations in principle and supported the crea- 
^tion of an Inter-Agency Council for the Cont i nued Profess i onal Develop- 
ment of School Personnel. • 




Formal approval on the part of OFT has been delayed because of leadei- 
shlp change and administrative delay. Th e OFY, rep resentat i ve to the 
study group played an exccRt ional 1 y act ive and construct I ve role in 
the work of the group. It is our understanding that as a professional 
organization OFT supports the pol icy reconwendat ions of the group. 
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Formation of the Inter -Agency Councd 



The concluding recommendation of the study group was to establish 
a council that would carry forward the work initiated informally through 
the i^dy group (see Recommendation #6, p 8). The proposed Council has 
now been established, and operating procedures developed. Four addi- 
tional teacher representatives, and one representative of administrators 
responsible for personnel developiiMsnt within local districts, have been 
added to the Council. Expens'es involved in Council participation by 
these "non-aligned" members are being assumed by the Teacher Standards 
and Practices Conuii i ss i on . The operating procedures adopted by the 
Council at its May 15 meeting are attached as Exhibit B. 



THE ^-STATE PROJECT: EXTENDING THE EMPIRICAL 
WORK Of THE PROFESS lON-WI UE STUDY GROUP 



In undertaking its work the study group held the view that a strong 
data base was needed to guide its deliberations (see pp 3 and k for a 
description of the information collected). The largest of the data 
sets collected by the study group, however, was analyzed only cursorily. 
This was^i n format ion collected from teachers, specialists and principals 
on the nature of the professional development activities in which they 
had engaged during the 1976-77 calendar year, who paid for the activi- 
ties, the value gained through the activities, etc. Funds from the 
'4-State Project were used to extend the analysis of this information, 
focusinq particularly upon the perceived value of CPD activities when 
ordered according to provider artd reason pursued. 

A second line of^ empirical v^fOrk also was under taken - t hrough the 
-'♦-State Project. In keeping with the design requirements for strong 
evaluative data in the PROTOTYPE" FOR STATEWIDE PLANNING developed through 
the project the State Department joined with a regional educat ion coop- 
erative to collect baseline data in a sample of schools for use in years 
ahead to determine the effects of Implementing the proposed staff de- 
velopment/school improvement support system. Data were collected in 
thirteen districts in the mid-Willamette Valley area. These thirteen 
disti^llSsts represented in size and organizational structure most dis- 
tricts in the state. Data were collected on the attitudes of fourth, 
seventh and eleventh grade students toward specific subject areas, as 
well as school generally, and the perceptions of these students about 
their school as a place to learn. Data were col lifted from teachers, 
specialists and principals, at all grade levels, on their perception of 
their school as a place to work, their involvement in decisions affect- 
ing school programs, and their op in ions about school practices reflected 
in the new model of schooling' being implemented In Oregon. Data also 
were obtained from school personnel on the perceived Impact of Public 
Law the prejjgnt organizational structure of their schbols, In- 

structional progranls, etc. 

Funds from the A-State Project were used to ass-ist In the analysis 
of these data. The data collected during the .1978-79 school year are 
viewed as the^ first round of data to be collected over a five year 
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perlod of time, a period of sufficient duration to permit the impact of 
the proposed support system to be assessed when implemented. 

Reports frorfl both of the analyses carried out with project funds • 
are available upon request. 



THE '♦-STATE PROJECT: EXTENDING THE CONCEPTUAL 
WORK OF THE PROFESSION-WIDE STUDY GROUP 



One of. the ma jor .cont r i but ions of the study group was the concep- 
tual clarification it brought to the field. The concepts -and def i ni t i ons 
that evolved through the work of the group (see pp ^ and 5) were siow in 
coming, but once gained permitted a'level of understanding and discourse 
that was not possible without them. 

The .focus, of the ^I-State Project on staff development to enhance 
student learning, and the requirement that a statewide support system 
for staff development be designed, caused the concepts and definitions 
developed by the study group to be reassessed. By-and- I arge they held 
up well, but as the project progressed it was found to be advantageous 
to split the concept of INSERVICE STUDIES into two separate though 
related parts. One part focused, pn staf f development activities of 
the kind that tend to be initiated^y local districts with a view to 
school improvement. The other focused on the n)ore subtle, pervasive and 
diffuse aspects of "inservic^" experience lhat contribute to professional 
development, for example, the understanding gained through experience, 
exchange with colleagues and guidance offered through professional assoc- 
iations. For purposes of the '♦-State Project these sub-divisions of 
INSERVICE have been labeled STAFF DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT and 
COLLEAGUE EXCHANGE/PROFESS I ONAL I ZAT I ON . 

By combining these distinctions with the study group's language of 
ADVANCED STUDIES three esSent i a I 1 y sepa rate though interdependent CPD 
support systems can be seen to exist, each having to a large extent its 
own governance structure, manag>;ment procedures and funding sources. 
These are 

• The STAFF DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT support system; 

• The ADVAIjIGED STUDY/CERTIFICATION support system; and 

• The COLLEAGUE EXCHANGE/PROFESS I ONAL I ZAT I ON support system. 

/ 

The interdependence of ,th,e three systems, and the relationship of the 
Inter-Agency Council to them, is shown schematically in Figure 2. 

Before describing the three support systems* a word about their 
interdependence. Even though each system serves relatively distinct 
purposes, and has its own governance, management and funding structures, 
the lines between them are permeable. Some staff development activities 
may obviously qualify as "advanced study;" some advanced studies clearly 
serve "staff development/school improvement" purpose^; and exchange with 
colleagues tends to be Involved In both, and to support both aft^r formal 
learning experiences are completed. 
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In many respects this interdependence is good» and needs to be 
fostered. There is danger, however, in pushing It too far. Each of the 
three support systems serve different purposes, and for optimal develop- 
ment as professionals school personnel need ready access to all three. 
A well rounded CPD program for teachers and other school personnel must 
address the theoretical underpinnings of instruction, must deal with the 
application of theory to local practice, and must provide opportunities 
for sharing knowledge and experience with colleagues. To stress too 
heavily the i nterdependence of the proposed support systems risks losing 
the distinctiveness of their purpose. This in turn carries the risk 
that critically needed avenues of support for the continued professional 
.development of school personnel will be lost through oversight or over- 
emphas is. 

The Staff Development /Schcx)l lmproven>ent Support System 

This is the proposed support system that is to serve most^irectly 
the -improvement of schools through staff development. In this sense it 
is the support system that addresses n>ost directly the requirements of 
the ^-State Project, thaft is, the . . improvement of student learning 
through staff deve lopn>ent . " It alsQ is the support system that is f!K)st 
/responsible for providing the kind of assistance to school personnel en- 
vi^sioned by ih% study group in the i r^ def i n i t ion of inservice studies, 
that is, "le<^^inq activities pursued by teachers, specialists and admin- 
istrators that are designed to enhance job performance within a particular 
schoo I set ting." ^ 

As viewed by those responsible for the ^~State Project the operation 
of an effective staff development/school improvement support system is 
fundamentally the obligation of 1 ocal d i st r i ct s , education service dis- 
tricts and the State Departn>ent of Education. Contributions may be made 
to school improvement through advanced study and certification requirements, 
or through colleague exchange and the development of school personnel as 
professionals generally -~ as indicated in Figure 2 but the obligation 
for the improven>^r>t of school programs through staff development rests 
primarily with thgJse institutions and agencies that carry statutory respon- 
sibility for effective school programs. 

The proposal to establish a well-defined staff development/school - 
improvement support system has two important implications. One is econ- 
^ omi c ; t he other pel i t i ca 1 . From an econom i c po i n t of v iew new f und s , at 
least in the near future, will not likely be forthcoming to operate the 
proposed support system. In time some state-support for schools might be 
earmarked for this purpose, but until that' time the best option for new 
resources , as poi nted out by the profess ion-wide study group, is better 
utilization of existing resources. 

Given this point of view, and the sizable resource base currently 
available in Oregon for the continued professional development of school 
personnel. It Is proposed that the Staff Development/School Improvement 
Support System be funded at. the outset through the pooling of resources 
by and the articulation of programs across local distVicts, education 
service districts and the State Department of Education. Spec i f i c ar range- 
ment In this regard will. depend on local circumstance, and will reguire 
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time to work out, but recently passisd legislation (HB 2393) calls for 
precisely this kind of resource pooling/coordination In providing ser- 
vices to schools for the education of the handicapped. More Is Bald 
about funding later In the report. . ^ 

On the political side the governance of the proposed support system 
probably will rest with school administrators and local boards. Given 
the times and the politics that have emerged nationally with respect to 
the cont inued professlona I development of school personnel teachers un- 
doubtedly will have a voice in its goverpance, but- so long as the, focus 
of the system is prin\arlly on the Improvement of schooling the Institutions 
and agencies that have statutory responsibility for operatinq school pro- 
grams probably will control its governance . " By contrast the" governance of " 
the proposed Colleague Exchange/Profess iona I i zat Ion Support System Is ex- 
pected to follow n>ore nearly after, the n>odel now being tested In the .| 
national teacher center program. 

One additional observation about the proposed Staff Development/ 
School Improvement Support System. As the concepf of job related staff, 
development was discussed in the '4-State Project' it became increasingly 
clear that the issue of staff development and school Improvement were 
inseparably intertwined. The improven>ent of school programs almost by 
definition requires staff deve lopn>en t , for it is the manner in which pro- 
grams are implemented by staff that determine their effectiveness. In 
the reverse, if staff development is to improve the quality of schooling 
it cannot be independent of the instructional or support programs which 
basically define the opportunities provided Uy schools fo.r students to 
learn. While it is true that the learning of students may be enhanced 
to some degree by the professional development of school personnel Inde- 
pendent of school programs, for example,, by teachers mastering a new body 
of literature or a new set of teaching skills, students are Influenced most 
directly by the instructional programs operated by a school and these can 
be improved only through staff who* are responsible for their implementation 



This proposed support system corresponds to graduate studies that 
lead either to an advanced degree or an advanced certificate. In this 
respect it is an a I ready estab I i shed |ystem, and reflects to a large 
extent a state's view of the level and kind of education desired for 
teachers and administrators of schools. 

Historically advanced studies have been viewed as a major avenue to 
school improvement. Wo rk at t he "g radua te level, fol lowi ng underg raduate 
preparation and teaching experience, provides an opportunity for school 
personnel to keep abreast of latest developments in their fields and meet 
needs identified through practice. Within the past decade, however, the 
presumed relationship between advanced study and school improvement has 
been called Into question for it is now clear that advanced study on the 
part of 'teachers and administrators does not necessarily lead to improved 
learning on the part of students. 



The Advanced Study/Cert if icat ion Support System 




Ai this awareness has emerged there has been an accompanying demand 
for "job-relevant" ^service and a' growing criticism of graduate programs . 
Criticism ranges from course work being out-of-date or unrelated to the 
Issues faced in today's schools, to the content of classes being a repe- 
tition of work. taken as an undergraduate. Calls for change range from a 
total restructuring of graduate study, for example the substitution of 
internships for courses taken over a period of years, to having advanced 
study programs operated by local districts. It is argued that Inservice 
programs offered by local districts can and do address theoretical as 
well as practical concerns, and may be Just as valuable to a teacher's 
overall professional development as an advanced study program. It Is * 
argued further that where such programs are offered by local districts, 
or offered jointly by a school district and an institution of higher ed- 
ucation, they should be approved for certification purposes. 

It is the view of those who have be^n most closely involved with the 
4-State Project that distinguishing between ADVANCED STUDY/CERTIFICATION 
and STAFF DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT SUPPORT SYSTEMS provides a con- 
ceptual and organizational f ran)ework for reiTOving the cause of much of the 
criticism that has been leveled at advanced study programs in recent years 
It does so in two ways. First, the distinction provides a structure within 
which to sort kinds and levels of educational experiences that tend to be 
jumbled together in «>ost graduate education programs. Second, it provides 
a structure against which to clarify the most effective locations for en- 
gaging in graduate education experiences. 

As graduate programs are now structured they reflect a state's or an 
institution's attempt to_ find a workable balance between the competing 
dimensions of advanced study. In education, as in any field these are 
essentially three: (a) research vs practice; (b) theory vs application- 
f"^^^) the general vs the specific case. In education these also must 
be balanced between content and method, and take place within the con- 
straints of a given number of "credit hours." Each state, and to some 
extent^jNirh institution witl^in each state, strikes this balance differently 
In addition, each institution strikes the balance differentlV for its 
various programs. In all cases, however, programs are fashioned that 
represent acknowledged trade-offs betweeh these competing dimensions of 
advanced study with the hope that each program as fashioned wMI provide 
the balance that is needed for the various categories of education per- 
sonnel it serves. ^ 

And here lies a major source of the criticism now being leveled at 
graduate education programs. Despite the best of efforts to find a func- 
tional balance between the competing dimensions of advanced study for the 
categories of education personnel served, especially at the advanced certi- 
fication or master's degree level, the present set of trade-offs that have 
to be made ainost assures that no one who is served wi 1 I be f u I I y satisfied 
Those who wanV solid work in theory or research, or who want to be brought 
fully abreastSof the latest work in a dis-cipline or the latest practices 
that have evolved, are hard pressed to establish a course .of study that 
meets these decisions. Those whd want help in solving specific classroom 
or. administrative problems, or who want training In specific curricula or 
instructional methods, also are hard pressed in most graduate programs to 
find satisfaction. What typically i » encountered i s an ama 1 gam of a 1 1 
, these things, with little opportunity for depth in any one. 
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'There is a kind of catholic view about graduate programs In education 
that press for them to be till, things to all people, and as a consequence 
they rarely serve anyone well. 

( 

Recognizing the proposed ADVANCED STUDY/CERTIFICATION and STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL lllPROVEMENT SUPPORT SYSTEMS as separate but comple- 
n>entcHy avenues to the contirujed professional development of school per-;^ 
Sonne 1 provides^ way of overcomi^ng soii)e of the pervading weaknesses in 
graduate education programs. If responsibility were assigned the Staff 
Developmept/School Improvement Support System for providing the knowledge 
and skill needed to ef f ec t i ve I y i mpl en>en t instructional and support pro- 
grams within a local district, and to improve these programs when needed, 

it would leave a better defined and nK)re manageable -set of responsibil ities 

to the Advanced Study/Certification Support System, Put In another way, 
if ttie SD/SI Support System carried primary responsibility for effective 
job ()erformance it would free advatjiced studies to deal n>ore effectively 
than they do now with both the research and theoretical underpinnings to 
effective job t>^rformance and their application to practice. If this kind* 
of differentiation of responsibility between the two support systems were 
to occur, ami educational programs were developed accordingly, both schools 
and school personnel would be bet ter' served than they ^re now. 

The fiiat ter of where CPD activities are offered probSbly is less 
important than wtiat is offered, but the matter of location Is a bone of 
contention. Many t eacHex^s^and administrators resent the inconvenience 
and greater cost of physicajly having to go to institutions of higher 
educatiofi to take the courses they offer. This* is doubly frustrating when 
the courses taken are perceived as weak or irrelevant. 

\ From the college and university side, however, at least from the point 
view of tfio puhlically supported institutions of higher education in 
Or>9^q^ there are no incentives to offerin| instruction off-campus. Action 
was tabken by the 1978-79 legislative assembly that authorized off-campus 
instructS'orral programs (HB 2025), but the legislative Ways and Means Com- 
mittee did not provide the funds authorized. The proposed distinctions 
between the Advanced Study/Certification and the Staff Development/School 
Iniprovement Support Systems, and the effective implementation of the latter 
with its heavy emphasis on local programs, job performance and staff devel- 
opment/school imprQvement efforts taking place at local sites appear to ' 
hold a greater promise for dealing with the issue of location than simply 
making it economically feasible for institutions of higher education to 
offer coursework off campus. 

To be optimally effective CPD programs must h^lp school personnel apply 
research findings and tested theory to local situations. How and where this 
is best done, and by whom, cannot be answered simply. The regu i remen ts of 
CPD programs must be analyzed from these various perspectives, and decisions 
m^de in light of particular contexts. In some cases courses offered by 
institutions of higher education on campus may be the best solution. In 
other cases courses of f ered - of f-campus may be best. In still others programs 
established by regional education units or local districts may be most de- 
sirable. The distinction that has been made between the Advanced Study/ 
Certification and the Staff Development/School Improvement Support Systems 
is intended to clarify and extend these options. 
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Apart from recognixlng the close relationship between the proposed 
Advanced Study/Cert^l f i cat Ion and Staff Development/School Improvement 
Support Systems, and reaffirming the study group's position as to the 
Importance of advanced study In the continued professional development 
of school personnel, no attention was directed to the design of this 
support system In the '♦-State Project. This Was due In part to the 
State Project having to focus on the SD/Sr Support System, and in part to 
the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission adopting new stanc^ards for 
advanced study programs in Oregon that Incorporated the earlier recommen- 
dations of the study \group. It Is obvious; however, that If the differ- 
•entlatlon of responsibilities that has been proposed between these twp 

_ sys tems 1 s __to _occur a great dea l -of at tent Ion -wl l-l_need- to~be~g I ven- to 

the specifics of what this differentiation is and how the two systems are 
to work operationally. 

Pfl present costs for operating the proposed Advanced Study/Cert I f I - 
cation Support System are shared by school districts (through assistance 
with travel and tuition costs), the state (through subsidization of grad- 
uate programs), and ttie Individual professionals Involved (through payment 
of travel and tu i t ion , costs and certification fees). 

/ 

The Colleague Exchange/Profess ional Izat ion Support System 

•Discussion of this proposed support system first emerged in the 
^-State Project, and Is put forward as a desirable and perhaps necessary - 
adjunct to the Staff Development/School Improvement Support System. As 
indicated previously this is the proposed support system that takes as Its 
primary focus the needs and Interests of teachers, specialists and admin- 
istrators as Ind I vidual s , In contrast to the needs or Interests of ^K 
school, a local district, a teacher training Institution, or a state edu- 
cation agency. It also is seen as the support system through which pro- 
fessional associations contribute most directly to the continued professional 
develppment of school pe^sonneU «nd where the concepts embedded In the 
federal teacher center program are most likely to emerge. 

Because the focus of the '♦-State Project was essent lal 1 y on the improve- 
ment of school programs through staff development, project resources were 
not directed to the elaboration of the Col league Exchange/Professional Izat Ion 
Su|>port System. Some of the Issues Involved In establishing such a support 
.system were addressed, but not fully discussed. An I nter-Agency Counc 1 1 
task force on funding considered son)e of the financial Issues that would be 
involved, but since so little had been done in spelling out the nature of 
the proposed support system the task force was limited In the detail to 
which it could carry Its deliberations. 

1 

Despite this limited progress the position of the advisory bodies to 
the '♦-S^tate Project has been that the concept of a Colleague Exchange/ 
Prof esslonal i zat Ion support system, as outlined, warrants further consld- 
eratlonvand that decisions about this support system should be made prior 
to Implementing the proposed Staff Development/School Improvement Support 
System. The two obviously are Interactive, and the nature of their Inter- 
action needs to be understood before moving too far on one or the other. 
An Important source of Information In considering the nature and role of a 
Colleague Exchange/Professional Izat ion support system, especially as (t 
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Interacts with the other CPO support systems that have been outlined, 
will be evidence that is forthcoming on the impact of the teacher center 
movenien t on students, schools and scJaool personnel. 



The Inter-Agency Council for the Continued 
Professional Development of School Personnel 

The Inter-Agency Council, as conceived by the study group and as 
expressed in its statement of operating procedures (see Exhibit B) , is 
responsible for advising all institutions and agem^ies in the state with 
respect to these t hree .luppor t systems for educat.|fon personnel. Of con- 
cern to the Council is. tfvie -exten t to wh ich they a/-e complementary andHn- -- 
combination provide the kind of support serv i ces /needed ?or school personnel 
to continuously improve the quality of school i ng(prov ided to young people 
in Oregon. The Council is funded through an annual assessment of one 
hundred dollars per participating institution, agency or association. With 
the exception of the four teachers and one administrator who are "at-large" 
members 6f the Council, expenses incurred by Council members are assumed 
by the organizations they represent. The four state agencies which parti- 
cipate in the Council have agreed to rotate annually the responsibility- 
of providing staff support to the Council. 



Notes on a Parallel Support System for School Programs 

_ In keeping with the intent of the^-State Project the support systems 
described thus far take as their primary fjocus support for school personnel. 
In the course of the project, however, it was recognized that this is only 
one element in the equation. To be effective a support system for scfiool 
personnel must be accompanied by a support system for the improvement of 
school ing general I y._ Technical assistance must be available to help schools 
strengthen curriculum and instructional practices, management practices, 
and support services. Keeping teachers and support system personnel abreast 
of current developments in all of these areas, and foster-ing research and 
development where needed, are critical to the school .improvement process. 
How these su^ort systems are to operate, where they should reside, and how 
they should be funded are issues that went considerably beyond the scope of 
the ^-State Project, but it was recognized that they are issues that must 
be dealt with if the proposed support system for school personnel is to be 
optimally effective. The perceived relationship between a support system 
for school personnel aftd a support system for school improvement generally 
'is illustrated schematically in Figure 3. 
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* THE i4-STATE PROJECT: DESIGNING A STAFF ■ 

DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT SUPPORT SYSTEM 

Developing specifications for the Staff Development/School Improvement 
support system was the central task of the '^-State project in Oregon. 
Most of the resources available through the project" were devoted to this 
purpose. The external reviews essentially took tl\is as their focgs, and 
It was the focus of the- feasibility studies. The design of the SD/SI 
system Is how ready for review by the institutions and agencies that 
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figure rT>ost centrally In It (local districts, education service districts 
iand the State Department of Educat Ion) , A review and refinement process 
involving these agencies is scheduled for the Summer and fall months. 
Forn)al adoption of the proposed Isiipport system is expected by a year from 
this t Ime. 

The essential iTIements in the SD/SI system are outlined in the para- 
graphs that follow. The system derives from, and is consistent with both 
the policy recomn>endat ions of the profession-wide study group and the con- 
ceptual ciar i f icat Ions that have emerged through the work of the ^-State 
Project. Further ref inements and elaborations undoubtedly will occur as 
the proposed; system undergoes Institutional review, but at least the broad 
outline of the system as it now stands Is expected to remain intact. 



The mission or aim of the SD/SI support system is straightforward: 
to make available to local districts the resources th^^y need to carry out 
the staff development/school impr^ovenr>ent efforts they deem to be essential. 
Put in aripther way the aim of the proposed system is to make it possible 
for every school district in the state to do the best It can do, given 
local resources, circumstances and what is known about the educational 
process . 

This mission statement Is in keeping with the long established commit- 
fT>ent on the part of Oregonlans to local control of their schools. It is 
based on the assumption that local districts are in a better position than 
anyone else to know what improvet7>ents are needed in schools, and what staff 
development programs are needed to bring these Improvements about. It also 
carries t he recogn 1 1 i on , however, that a district^ access to the resources 
needed to Implement staff development/school improvement efforts on a con- 
tinuing basis is no guarantee that all of the educational outcomes the dis- 
trict desires for children and youth will be attained. What It does assure 
is a district's opportunity to continue to work towar<l outcomes that for 
one reason or another have not been able to be attained and that are still 
Judged to be Important. 

In passing, It should be noted that this mission^ statement is consis- 
tent with the authority given by Oregon statute to local districts, education 
service districts and the State Department of Education. It also Is consis- 
tent with the State Board goals, which call for suppport to local districts 
in improving instructional and support programs generally and In achieving 
the eductional goals that have been adopted for. the state as a whole. 



to follow from the mission statement. Each set of outcomes constitutes in 
effect an enabling set of conditions for the' next. In combination all six 
outcomes constitute a chain of conditions , each one an enabler of the next. 
The outcomes, and suggested target dates for their realization, are listed 
be I ow . 



The Mission of the SD/SI Support System 
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SHORT-RANGE OUTCOMES 

I. A resourcc/serv del i very ^ructure established throughout 
the state on a rfgionni basis, centering on one or more education service 
districts, that facilitates access by local districts to (a) the full 
rangc'^of educational resources within its region, (b) a common core of 
resources made available through the State Department to regional centers, 
and (c) negotiated resources from other regions. [Suggested target date: 
Det ember I98O] 

2* The resources available to d I s t r I c ts . reg i ona 1 1 y and within the 
state as a whole catalogued, described and organized In such a way as to 
make them available to districts through the. regional resource/serv ice 
delivery network. (Suggested target date: December I98I] 



MID-RANGE OUTCOMES 

1. All segments ^of the education community Informed about the 
regional resource/service delivery structure for schools, their respective 
roles in it, and how it may be used. [Suggested target date: June 1982] 

2. School personnel fully using the resource/service del I very, system, 
and through its use achieving the immediate objectives of locally designed 
staff development/school Improvenoent effort s , for example, f acu 1 ty ' wl 1 1 i ng 
to implement a desired program change and having the skills to do so: 
[Suggested target date: June I983] j 

LONG-RANGE OUTCOMES 
r 

1. The staff development and program improvement requirements con- 
tained in the November 1978 draft of the Minimum Standards for Elementary 
and Secondary schools in Oregon effectively Implemented in all distrlctjs . 
within the state. (Suggested target date: June 1985] 

2. Discernable and acceptable^ progress In achieving the educational 
outcomes desired for children and youth In each local district, and In (he 
state as a whole. [Suggested target date: June 1985] 

Issues of faculty and administrator morale, support from patrons and con- 
structive attitudes on the part of students toward school may be viewed by. 
some as appropriate outcomes for the proposed support system, but these 
essentially are outcomes specific to local districts. The six outcomes 
listed are statev/lde in nature, and thus appropriate for a statewide system 
of Support* 



/ Performance Requirements 

If the support system is to accomplish what is intended it must meet 
som^ demanding performance requi rement#. In a somewhat idealized sense 



ERLC 



•21- 



flv« p«rforn\ance requ I ren>en ts have been I den t i f i edX The support system 
should: > 

1. B# responsive to the needs pf local districts, as defined 
cither in terms of the Identified needs of students or 
school personnel, and at the same time responsive to the 
implications of policy decisions at the local, regional, 
state or national leveK 

2. Be supported by all institutions, agencies and associations 
concerned with the quality of schooling and school personnel 
in Oregon. 



3. Operate through the joint participation and contribution of 
affected institutions, a gene I es and assoc i at i ons . 

^. Make full and efficient use of all resources available to 
schools in Oregon. 

5. Be continuously adaptive on the basis of cost and benefit 
in format ion . ^ 

While these performance requirements may never be fully realized they have 
and will continue to guide the design of the proposed system. 



Functions to be Performed 

In general terms the functions to be performed by the SD/Sl Support 
System are those required to achieve long-range outcome f^\, as a means to 
long-range outcome .#2. To achieve thes* outcomes requires that resources 
needed by local districts to carry ou]: the kind of program assessment/ 
improvement and staff development efforts called for in the Minimum Stand- 
ards are available upon request , --and are u^d to good purpose. To the 
extent that this is done, and these outcomes are realized', the SO/SI 
Support System will be judged successful. 

In more specific terms the functions to be performed by the SD/Sl 
Support Systerf are defined in terms of the program assessment/ improvement 
and staff development f unct i ons ca 1 1 ed for in the Minimum Standards. 
There are five such functions: 

'J • - 

1. Periodically assess each instructional program for its 
effectiveness in teVms of cost, student achievements, 
and related human factors; 

2. On the basis of this assessment identify program improve- 
ment needs and establish program improvV<tient priorities; 

V 

3» Identify alternative solutions for pY^ogram improvement, 
select the improvement st rategy that appears to be most 
promising and cost efficient, and design the kind of 
staff development program needed for its Implementation; 
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k. Provide the resources a district needs, including exper- 
tise, to design and carry out the program lmnp<V/ement/ . 
staff development strategy selected; and 

5. Evaluate the "improved" program to determine whether the 
improvement effort has led to the outcome(s) desired. 

These five interdependent, cyclical steps are shown in Figure h in heavy 
lines. Figure ^ as a whole represents an effort to convey in outline form 
the goal-based model of schooling called for In the Mininium Standards. 

Three observations need to be made with respect to t he per f ormance 
of thes^ functjons by the SD/S\ Support System. First, they need to be 
performed at each level of system operat ion , t hat !s, at the local , 
regional and state levels. Moreover, they need to be perforated in a 
manner that is intercut ive and coordinated across levels ^for it is this 
coordination that will enable the pr9posed system to function effectively 
and efficiently. The organizational structure suggested for the SD/SI 
Support System in the' next section of the report reflects this point of 
V iew. 

Second, the specific form and substance of these functions will vary 
with each improvenient effort. Each district will app roach, t he^ staff 
development/school improven>ent process d i ff erent 1 y and each will have 
a different set of issues to face in each improvement effort. Even so 
each district i ri each improvement effort must still perform in one way 
or another the various functions called for in the Minimum Standards, and 
it is this comnionality that gives the SD/SI Support System purpose and 
utility. 

Third, a distinction needs to be made between the staff developnient 
plan required of districts through the Minimum Standards, the staff 
development plans now required of districts for individual teachers and 
administrators as a consequence of legislative approval of SB 35^, the 
relationship between the two, and the gelation of both to program improve- 
ment efforts. All obviously are related but precisely how is still 
unclear. A staff development program designed by a district will undoubtedly 
reflect the staff development needs that accodipany its program improvement 
efforts, but it is lii<ely also to reflect the needs of individual staff 
that emerge from the evaluation and improvement plans called for in SB 35^.- 
Precisely how these will come together, and how much responsibility will 
be assumed by local districts for either or both, remains to be seen. 
Both requirements are new, and both are yet to be implemented. As imple- 
mentation proceeds, however, the impact of these interactions on the design 
of the SD/SI Support System and on the design of both of the other pro- 
posed CPD support systems t will need to be studied closely. 



Organizing Structure 

Currently the support provided to loCal districts in Oregon as they 
engage in staff development/school- improvement efforts is fragmentary. 
Some is provided through institutions of higher education in the form of 
advanced studies; some through the State Department of. Educat ion ; some 
through education service districts; some through professional associa- 
tions; an,d sofDe through the private sector. Local districts themselves 
are probably the largest provider of support for staff development/school 
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Figure An outline of. the major functions to be performed by local districts 
In the goal-based model of schooling called for in the Minimum 
Standards for Elementary/Secondary Schools in Oregon. 

• •■'«■"'■.' 

A ••continuous progress" approach to Instruction Is to be reflected In all 
Instructional programs, but especially In the development of baste skills-. 
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impravement activities, espec i a Tly djs t r i c t s that are moderate in size 
or larger. Generally speaking there^'is II tt le or no coordination among 
institutions and agencies as they delivery support services to schools/ 
and rarely do any of the support agenc i es prov i de pmgrams that are in 
direct response to identified program improvement needs oTi the part of 
schools.. X;Hf present sv^pport system for staff devel opment/schoot improve- 
mcnt in Oregon is depicted in Figure 5. 

The proposed SO/Sl sTjpport system is designed to overcome these 
limitations in two ways. First, additional structures are proposed that 
draw collectively on the resources available lo'schools in the state, 
and provide easy access on the part of schools to these resources. 
Second, It provides for a degree of cl oser ^ coord i hat i on between the 
schools, the education service districts and the State Department of 
Education. As indicated previously these are the major participants in 
the proposed SD/SI support system, and at present there is little arti- 
culation anK)ng them. 

What is being proposed is a "loosely coupled" support system that 
makes optimum use of the limited resources available to any one of the 
three participants by itself. By pooling the lirtiited resourtes that 
are available, by coordinating their use, and by developing structures 
that permit schools to gain access to them, it is believed that schools 
will be f^r better served by^upport agencies than now i s the case. 
The proposed structure for tV SD/SI Support System is shown schematically 
in Figure 6. The proposed sjfport system for schools and school personnel 
as a whole, including the Advanced Study/Certification and Colleague 
Exchange/Profess iopal izat ion Support Sys terns , i s dep i c ted in Figure 7 

/- 

Ro I es and Respons i b i I i t i es 

To gain as fnuch clarity as possible on the specifics of the proposed 
support system an effort has been made to spell oJt the roles and respon- 
sibilities of participating institutions. These have been reviewed by the 
Steering Comnnttee to the project and by the Inter-Agency Councilon two 
occasions, and by a task force of the education service district superin- 
tendents. Considerable work remains to be done before these will be in 
a form acceptable to everyone concerned, but as a means of conveying 
additional information on how the proposed support system is to operate 
they have been attached in their present form as Exhibit C. These need 
to be studied carefully for they begin to spell out the specifics of who 
does what for whom. 



* Fund i ng Opt i ons 

As^ discussed earl ier Uee the last paragraph, page 12) the approach 
recommended to funding the Staff Development/School Improvement Support 
System for the Immediate future is one of pooling and coordinating exist- 
ing resources, It is anticipated that this will pccur primarily at the 
local level, and between local districts, education service districts and 
the State Departnf>ent of Education. Both formal and informal or'gan i zat ional 
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i'lgure 5, Elements in Oregon's support system for schools and school 
personneL as of July 1, I978 
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Figure 7- Elements In the proposed profession-wide, c6operetlve support system for schools and school 
personnel In Oregon (elements enclosed In solid lines presently tex 1st) 
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ar ranyemrn ts are anticipated, but formally orqanl/ed regional consortia 
(see pages 22 through 27) will be encouraged. Education service districts 
are se^n as being centra) to the operation of regional consort la> though 
they are to be Joined by pos t -secondary institutions and educational R S D 
agencies wherever feasible. The State Departn>ent of Education Is to play a 
facH I t-at Inc) role in all this by adopting supporting policies, fostering 
the development of defTK)n5t rat ion programs and using financial incentive^' 
where appropriate. 

Three independent tests of the feasibility of regional consortia ser- 
viny in a support capacity to local districts wore undertaken during the 
course of the ^-State oroject, and in each case they appeared to be workable 
(^ee the ne^ section of tfie report for a description of the feasibility 
studies) . 

There obviously are limitations to resource sharing and coordination 
as a means of implemeting the proposed SD/SI support system. The resources 
available to an institution or agency for sharing are limited, and no matter 
how well utilized these few resources can be stretched only so far. To 
assume otherwise would be unrealistic, and to son>e extent irresponsible from 
the po^int of view of long range planning. As a consequence, the Inter-Agency 
Council established a task force to study the question of funding, and to 
provide to the Council a listing of funding options. The task force was 
guided in its work by the general principle of '*Costs Assumed According to 
Interests Served/' a principle agreed to earlier by the profession-wide study 
group, but was not bound to it. The task force completed its work during 
the course of the ^-State Project, and reported its findings to the Council. 
A copy of the report is attached as Exhibit D. 

On the basis of the work done thus far it is the view of those who 
have been most closely associated with the ^-State Project, including members 
of the Inter-Agency Council and the Task Force on Funding, that further 
clarification about the matter of funding will have to wait until further 
experience is gained with the proposed SD/SI support ^^ystem. All experience 
to date suggests that the strategy of resource sharing and coordination will ^ 
work, at least to a point. Time is needed, however, to see what specific 
funding arrangements can be made, and how successful they will be. What fs 
clear is that new funds to support CPD programs are not likely to be avail- 
able in Oregon. |6 the near future. With the considerable resources now 
allocated to Cf^B ac t i v i t I es by local and regional education units, and by 
the legislature in support of graduate programs offered by institutions of 
higher education -- coupled with the historic reluctance of the legislature 
to earmark state approprlati.ons to local districts for specific purposes and 
the generally conservative attitude of both the legisjatqre and local tax pay- 
ers toward new programs and appropriations new or addit lonal resou rces for - 
CPD program^ will come only after there is solid evidence that available 
resources are inadequate to^o what needs to be done. 

Granting that the Issue oV funding cannot be taken much farther at this 
time the over-riding question that remains is whether sufficient resources 
exist Vithin the educational system to provide the help needed by local 
districts to^do what they are being ^sked to do. If all goes as planned 
a prelln^inary answer to this question should be available In two or 
threp years. Experience gained through emerging consortium arrangements, 
and through the coordinated planning between local districts, education 
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servlce districts and the State Department of Education called for In 
HB 2393, should provide a good deal of evidence In this regard. If- It 
becomes clear that additional resources will be needed to effectively 
support school s In doing what they are asked to do the Issue of fund- 
ing options will emerge as a matter of central concern. When this occurs 
the work of the funding task force will serve at a solid point of 
depart urtf . 



To get a sense of the feasibility of what Is^being proposed a deci- 
sion was made to test key elen>ents within the proposed support system on 
a trial basis. This was done through a request for prop.QSa.l s by the 
Superintendent of Public ^Instruction to test the workability of educa- 
tional cooperatives as support systems to schools as they undertake staff 
developn^ent/school Improvement efforts. Projects were to be funded 
through ^-State and other funds available to the Department, Each feasi- 
bility test was to involve an education service district, ^at least two 
local districts and an institution of higher education. Together these 
institutions and agencies were to plan a staff development/school Improve- 
ment effort that was to extend for not n)ore ^han 12 months, project cost 
and role responsibilities for its Implementation, and In light of this 
information arrive at a judgment as to the workability of regional con- 
sortia as a support system to local districts. 

Three proposals were received by the State Department, and three were 
funded. One consortium, established around two local districts, was 
centered on the south coast,' Another, established around three districts, 
centered in the eastern portion of the state. The third, Involving six 
districts and three education service districts, centered In the Willamette 
Valley, The south cOast consortium selected the development of a writing 
program as its focus of work; the eastern Oregon consortium chose the 
implementation of Public Law 9^-U2; and the mid-valley area chose to focus 
on programs in reading, writing and mathematics. 

The results of these consortium based activities suggest that the 
support system for schools that is be I ng proposed Is feasible to imple- 
ment, but not without careful attention to role relationships and clari- 
fication of purposes. Each consortium grouping encountered a different 
set of issues and concerns, and each was able to pool resources at differ- 
ent levels of effectiveness. All three consortia, however, were of the 
opinion that the proposed support system was feasible to Implement, and 
holds considerable promise as a means of assisting local districts In staff 
development/school improvement efforts. Copies ofjthe reports from the 
three consortia are available from the Center for Program Coordination, 
Oregon State Department of Education', upon request. 



As indicated In the of^enlng sect Ions *of the report the proposed SD/SI 
support system needs further ref Inement and formal adoption. For this 
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to occur • number of steps need to be teken. These are outlined below, 

with targeted dates of completion for each in brackets. 

* 

K Refine, clarify, extend the conceptual work carried out through 
the '♦-State Project, with special attention to the role of the community 
colleges in the proposed CPD support system. (September 1979] 

2. Submit the desl^ and funding guidelines for the SO/SI support 
system to the Superintendents of education service distrl^cts, the Super- 
intendent of Public Instruction and the Inter-Agency Council for the 
Continued Professional Development of School Personnel for a last round 
of review and refinement. [October 1979] 

3. Following this refinement process submit the design and funding 
guidelines to each of the institutions and agencies represented on the 
Council for formal review' and adoption. (February 1 980] 

A. Establish on a pilot/demonstration basis key elements within 
the proposed support system, for example, education service centers anfl 
regional cooperatives. [December 1979] 

5» Establish organizational structures, priority activities and 
funding allocations as needed within the State Department to implement 
the support system as finally adopted. (July I98O] 

6. Establish organization structures, priority activities ^nd fund- 
ing allocations as needed within Educat iotLi^ ryjces Districts to imple- 
ment the support system as finally adopted. (July I98O] 

7. Establish guidelines for effective staff development/.school 
Improvement efforts In local districts, and make these available to 
personnel throughout the education community.' [July I98O] 

8. Reach tentative conclusions on the relationship of teacher 
centers to the proposed SD/SI support system. Including how these 
centers might be funded locally or on a statewide basis if they are to 
be treated as part of the overall CPD support system. [June I98O] 

9- Establish the Advisory Committee to the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction on Instructional Improvement. [June I98O] 

10. Obtain legislative understanding and support for the proposed 
system pf support for schools and school personnel. (December I98O] 

11. Establish, as need dictates, a supporting network for educa- 
tional cooperatives, school improvement centers and teacher centers. 

12. Implement as soon as possible policies and procedures governing 
advanced study and certification programs for school personnel that cause 
them to link functionally to the identified needs of schools within the 
state as well as the needs of tTie individual professionals involved. 
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EXHIBIT A 

COMPONENTS TO BE REFLECTED IN EACH . 
STATE'S PLAN FOR STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
(R« fined to Refle/ct the Oregon Context) 

The following components were to be evident to tome degree In the 
statewide system for establishing comprehensive staff development pro- 
grams in Oregon, according to the educationel context of Oregon. 

a. Student achievement data and annual staff evaluation data used In 
designing staff development .(Inservlce) programs. 

b. Teachers and other education personnel provided help In developing 
and using goal-based curricula and goal-based Instructional methods 
to meet the needs of all students. 

c. Administrators, supervisors, and other education specialists pro- 
vided help In supporting the efforts of teachers as they attempt 
to implement a personalized and goal-bMed approach to education. 

d. Availability at the local level of alternative and optional itaff 
development (inservice) programs. 

e. Availability on a cyclical basis, at both the state and local levels, 
of information that Informs policy decisions and fiscal management. 

f. An awareness of faculty and administrators in Institutions of higher 
education of the needs and operating procedures of the public schools 

g. Increased alternatives for advanced study by education personnel 
that satisfies both professional needs and certification require- 
ments. 

h. Effective allocation of state education agency resources in helping 

school personnel meet identified staff development needs. 

i. Ongoing p^ocedures employed by the state education agency to monitor 
the quality of school programs, and use this information as a basis 
for determining needed staff development programs. 

/ 

J. Increased participation by education personnel in decisions pertain- 
ing to staff development (inservice) and- advanced study programs. 

k. Evaluation of local and state level educational goals as a basis for 
planning staff development programs. 



A 
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EXHIBIT B 



OPERATING PROCEDURES OF THE -INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL 
FOR THE CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF 
SCHOOL PERSONNEL 
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AO HOC INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR TH^.CQNTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
" ' OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL ' 



PREAMBLE 



In its- report of June 1978, eotitled "Get'ting More from Our Schools," 
the profession-wide study group on the continued professional develop- 
ment of school personnel made the. fol lot^l ng recommendation: 



POLICY RECOMMENDATION #6 



Establish the present profession-wide study group as an 
AD HOC INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL that will (a) continue as 
a forum for the discussion of matters pertaining to the 
professional development of school personnel in Oregon; 
(b) advise the Oregon Board of Education, the Oregon Board 
of Higher Education, the Teacher Standards and PJ-actices. 
Commission, the Oregon Educational Coordinating Comml3s4tyrr 
and the Independent colleges and universities thar^Jrepare 
teachers in matters pertaining to the continued professional 
development of . school personnel; and {&) help coordinate 
the efforts of the institutions and agencies that share 
responsibility for the quality of schools and school per- 
sonnel within the state. The COUNCIL, so long as it exists, 
will submit biennially to each constituent group a summary 
of its activities and the progress that is being made in 
implementing the above recommendations. 
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Implementing Agency 



No ohe agency; rather, a cooperative effort of all agencies represented 

on the COUNCIL. No change in statutes or administrative rules 

will be required to establish such a COUNCIL, or to maintain its 
operation. 



Procedural Recommendations 

it is recommended: 

That the Oregon Board of Education, the Oregon Board of Higher 
Education, the Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission 
and the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission move to 
establish the proposed INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL for a period 
not to exceed three years, be^innSng July 1 , 1978, and to " 
provide through joint contribution the funds needed for thfe 
COUNCIL to Cdrry out its assigned functions. 

That the COUNCIL be composed of one representative each from 

the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators, the Inter- 
mediate Education Districts, the Oregon Board of Education, 
the Oregon Board of Higher Education, the. Oregon Education 
Association, the Oregon Educational Coordinating CxDmmission, 
the Oregon Federation teachers, the Oregon Publ.ic Teacher 
V ' Preparatory Colleges and Universities, the Oregon Private 

Teacher Preparatory College's and Universities the Oregon 
School Boards Assfociation, and the Teacher Standards and 
Practices Commission^ and that it be served by. staff from an 
existing institution or agency. (See revision in ARTICLE HI, 
below.) 

That the COUNCIL be re-establtshed for a period of not longer 
than three years, beginning July 1, 1981, if such action is 
jud.ged to be in the best i nterest^ of all institutions and 
agencies concerned. 



Rational e 



To implement effectively a continuing profession^il development pro- 
gram for school personnel within the state, some means must be found to 
assure continuing dialogue among school personnel,, teacher educators 
and citizens of the state. Some means also must be found to coordinate 
more effect ively services offered by the vicious institutions and agen- 
cies that have responsibility for assuring th? quality of schooling find- 
the competence of school personnel.. The study group is proposing that 
both of these outcomes can be achieved through the proposed INTER -AGENCY 
COUNCIL. 
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Q P ERA T I N G P_R p CJ D U R E S 



ARTICLE I - NAME 

This organization shall be known as the Ad Hoc Inter-Agency Council for 
the Continued Professional Development of School Personnel. 



ARTICLE II - PURPOSE 




SECTION 1. The purpose of the Council shall blL to imfirove education by 
providing a forum for all Interest groups wltBfln education to examine 
matters pert^nlng to the continued professional development of educa- 
tional personnel, by: 

1) Systematical ly sol iclting Information lelevant to various 
aspects of cont^lnued -professional deveropment from each of 

1^ those Interest groups; ; 

2) Communicating that Information to all oV the Interest 
groups; 

2f- Informal ly 'monitoring progress made in the^effort to facili- 
tate artd strengthen contfhuM professional development 
statawide; and 

■ • \ 

4) Advising those interest groups, when appropriate, of needs, 
services, policies, and procedures pertaining to the con- 
tinued professional, devel opment of educational personnel. 

fURTHERMORE, for the Council to successfully accomplish these purposes,. 
each agency, institution, or interest grou|D represented on the Council 
^hal 1 : 

1) General ly\ support the premises, goals, and policy recommend" 
dations inV"Getting More From Our Schools;" 

2) Regularly provide complete information to the Council on 
the concerns, needs, problems ^ and special interests with 
respect to the continued professional development of 
school personnel ; and 

3) Thoughtfully consider and promptly respond to, when appro- 
priate, the issues ;addressed to it by the Couneil. \. . 
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ARTICLE III - MEMBERSHIP 

Section 1. Names of representatives to the Council shall be submitted 
by the n>e(nber organizations, agencies, service providers, or other 
interest groups to the secretary-treasurer by July 1 of each year. 

Section 2. The Council shall be composed of one representative from 
each of the following organizations: 

Oregon Education Association 

Oregon Federation of teachers . , 

Confederation of School Administrators 

Oregon School Boards Association 

Section 3. Additional members of the Council shall be one represen- 
t*^tive from each of the following agencies: ' 

Oregon Department of Education 
Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission 
Teacher Standards and Practices Commission 
Oregon State System of Higher Education 

Section 4. Also represented on the Council shall be a member from each 
of the following service providers: 

Oregon Association of' Colleges of Teacher 

Education - Public 
Oregon Association of Colleges of Teacher 

Education - Private 
Oregon Association of Education Service 

Districts 
Oregon Community College Assembly 

Section 5. In addition to the organizational membership identified 
above, the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission shall appoint to 
the council, from a list of nominees submitted by any education-related 
organization, four classroom teachers and one administrator with 
responsibility for staff development. The teacher appointees shall 
include: 

one elementary teacherv pre-primary through 

grade five 
one middle school teacher, graces six 
• through nine 

one high school teacher, grades nine 

through twel ve ' 
one special education teacher 

The Teacher Standards and Practices Commission shall consider geographic 
and district size factors in' making appointments to the Council. 
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other qualifications for appointment shall be the same as those for 
appointment to the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission. 

Section 6. The Council may,* If Iti deems necessary, Invite other 
organizations, agencies, service providers, or other special Interest 
groups to appoint a representative to the council. . A two thirds 
vote of the Council >is constituted In Sections 2-5 abovie shall be 
required. 

% 

ARTICLE IV - OFFICERS 



Section 1. The officers of the Council shall be a chair, a vice-chair, 
and a secretary/treasurer. These three Individuals and one member-at- 
large of the Council shall serve as an Executive Committee. The 
secretary/treasurer shall be the representative of the agency providing 
staff support during the current fiscal year. 

Section 2. The officers shall be nominated by a nominating committee 
ahd elected by the membership of the Council. The term shall be two 
years, with the exception of the secretary/treasurer, which shall be one 
year. 

Section 3. The chair shall preside at all meetings, appoint the chair 
of the 1:ommittees as they are formed, and have charge of conducting 
the business of the Council." The chair or chair-designate, in consul- 
tation with the members of the Executive Committee, shall set the agenda 
for each meeting and shall provide members with any necessary informa- 
tion. Any council member may request additions to the written agenda 
provided that the request reaches the chair at least ten days prior to 
the meeting. 

Section 4. The vice-chair shall preside in the absence of the chair 
and assist the chair in the execution of business. 

Section 5. The secretary/treasurer, with the aid of staff, shall 
keep all records, collect the dues, have charge of all money, pay all 
bills, send notices of dues payable, and regularly submit financial 
records to the chair. The secretary/treasurer shall prepare and dis- 
tribute a brief summary of the Council meetings to members and inter- 
ested parties. The summary will contain significant points of dis- 
cussion and record action taken. A written annual report of the 
council's actions and accomplishments shall be made by July 1 of each 
year to all sponsoring organizations, agencies, service providers, or 
other interest groups. Additional reports m^ be issued as appro- 
priate. 

Seotion 6. A vacancy in any office (other than the chair) shall be 
filled by an appointment by the remaining members of the Executive 
Committee. 
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ARTICLE V - MEETINGS 

Section 1. Th^ Council will meet on the second Tuesday of July, 

September, November, January, March, and May. 

Section 2. Meeting^ may be called or canceled by the Executive Committee. 

Sect ^^3. minimum of four meetings will be held e^ery ye&r. 

Section 4. No quorum will be required for conducting meetings. How- 
ever, any absent n>«nber may request reconsideration of a question at the 
next meeting. 

Section 5. The Council may Invite guests to Council meetings. 

ARTICLE VI - DUES 

Section 1. The fiscal year of the Council shall be from July 1 to June 30. 

Section 2. The dues shall be $100 per year, per organization, agency, 
service provider, or other interest group represented. 

Section 3. The dues shall, be spent on the activities specified In the 
preamble, elaborated in ARTICLES II and IV (5) of the Operating Procedures, 
or other activities approved by the Council. 

ARTICLE VII - DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

Section 1. The rules contained in Robert's Rules of Order, current 
edition, shal ^ govern the Council. 

Section 2. Every reasonable effort will be made to reach decisions^ 
by consensus. If consensus is not reached. Council „ reports will include 
minority as well as majority views. 

Section 3. Anyone attending a meeting may speak to any issue. However, 
after a motion has been made and seconded, debate will be limited to 
m^bers of the Council. Only the Council members will vote. The chair 
will be a voting member. 
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. EXHIBIT C 



ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF PART I C I PA)<TS IN THE 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT SUPPORT SYSTEM 



I ns t l t u 1 1 ons -And-Agenc I es 



Local School Districts 



Identify school Improvement/staff development needs 



Establish priorities for Improvement efforts 
Prepare program lmproveo>ent plans 

e determine the Improvement (s) needed 




• select resources and establish procedures for carrying 

out the nevded Improvements 

• prepare appropriate staff development plans 

^. Implement the lmprovemenK,pf fort , Including needed staff training 

5. Carry out the evaluations and maintain the records needed to 
determine 



• benefits associated with the Improvement effort 

e whether the added benefits warrant the added cost 

6. Report results of the Improvement effort, and plan next steps 
as needed 



e costs associated with the Improvement effort 




Education Strvlca DIftrlctf ' 

PROGRAM SUPPORT AND CONTRACTED SERVICES 

K Services required by statute, for example, registration of 

teaching certificates and contracts; attendance supervision 
for districts with fewer than 1,000 students; processing of 
pupil personnel and basic school support reports; appor- 
tioning and distributing local school district funds; 
assisting the State Department of Education In providing 
Stat|-level services end support^'of statutes and standards. 

2 . Managemen t support se rvl ces to local "<irs trl c ts7" fo^ 

ass Is tance wl th fiscal matters; coordinating elections; 
cooperative purchasing; data processing; transportation for 
• special education students. 

3. Instructional support services to locaT d I s t r 1 c ts , for example, 

assistance with curriculum development and Inservlce pro- 
grams; assistance In the design and operation of counseling 
and career education programs; tes t de ve lopment and scoring 
services; media library and repair services. 

^. Special education services, for example, assist In Identifying 
resident exceptional children; assist In developing and 
implementing services to meet unmet needs of children Identi- 
fied as exception^ especially services for low Incidence 
handicaps that are high In cost; coordinate programs and 
planning for exceptional children acros^f districts within a 
county, and between districts and the State Department of 
Education. 

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT CENTERS 

1. Keep districts abreast of State and Federal requirements that 

could influence SI/SD needs. 

2. Collate SI/SD needs from districts served. 

3. Identify SI/SD needs common to two or more districts. 

^4. Contact districts who have common SI/SD needs about partici- 
pating In cooperat I ve Improvement programs . 

5- Inform districts of SI/SD assistance available through their 



regional cooperatives, through professional associations, 
or through the State Department of Education, 

6. Upon request ass i s t I ng d I s t r I cts In establishing needed 

SI/SD programs . 

7. ^Keep the regional cooperative and the State Department Informed 





Sf f D^pTtrwnt of Edgcutlon 
PROGRAMS 



1. Identify emerging trends and problems. 

2. Assist In astabllshlng priorities for staff development and/or 

program Improvement at the locals regional and state levels. 

.3, Provide program. development, ass-l.s-tance -to-j-ocal-^^ ; 

state urgencies, 

k. Provide research and development Information that pertains to 
Interests of local school districts, education service 
districts and community colleges. 

5. Develop and publish curri cul urn guides , teacher handbooks and 

other program- re I a'ted materials, 

6. Fac i I i ta te the development, evaluation and description of model 

or demonstration programs, and make this information available 
to Interested groups. 

7. Assist local district* and education service districts under- 

stand and comply with new laws and regulations. 

8. Provide in-service training sessions In bas Ic i nst ruct iona I 

programs for local jchool personnel. 

9. Provide systematic review and adoption of textbooks utilized 

in elementary and secondary education In Oregon. 



CENTER rOR PROGRAM COORDI NAT lOi;^ 

1. Facilitate the development of materials and Initiate procedures 

that 1 9 form "l oca I and education service district personnel 
about Oregon's profession-wide support system for schools and 
school personnel , and how access can be gtilned XQ the resources 
aval lable through It. 

2. Facilitate/arrange tralnih^ opportunities for district and ESD 

personnel on establishing and operating Educational tmprove*nf)ent 
Centers . ^ 

3. Facilitate/arrange training opportunities for local and! education 
- service district personnel, and representatives f rom^l ns t I tu- 

tions of higher education, on establishing and operating 
Regional. Educat Ion Cooperatives. 

'♦..Coordinate, and make available to the network of School Improve- 
ment Centers and the network of Regional Cooperatives, the 
resources and expertise. aval lable through the State Department 

^ of Education. 




5* Coordlntte the identification of needs and priorities within 
the stete for school Ijprovtment/s tef f development efforts 
at the local level * 

6. Work with the Joint boards and the Inter-Agency Council to 
establish programs that demonstrate the operation of the 
profession-wide support system for schools and school per- 
sonnel, both regional ly and locally, and establish procedures 
whereby evidence of costs and benefits associated with theje . 
programs are collected systematically. t t'V- 



Cooperatives and Support Networks 



Regional Coope rat i ves 

1. Provide assistance to School Improvement Center personnel in their 

work with districts, and access to resources available through 
one or more of the institutions/agencies participating In th* 
coope rat I ves . * - 

2. Pool resources/expertise ava i I ab I er th rough the cooperative when 

needed to provide services called for by local districts served 

by the cooperative. ^ 

3. Assist institutions of higher education In the design and operation 

of preservice teacher preparation programs. 

^. Assist Institutions of higher education In the design and operation 
of advanced certification programs for all school personnel. 

5. Assist the Board of Education and the Board of Higher Education In 
carry I ng out research , deve lopment , eva I uat ion , demons t rat ion , 
and dissemination activities that pertain to jschool I ng or the 
preparation of school personnel. \ 
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Teacher Centers 

1. Keep teachers and education specialists in schools served by the 

Center informed of advanced study and professional development 
activities available in the region. 

2. Alert teachers and education specialists served to unusual profes- 

sional development opportunities in the state or nation as a 
whole . 

3. Broker individlal teacher or specialist requests for technical 

assistance and special professional development activities. 

A. Arrange professional development activities that have been requested 
by a group of teachers or specialists, 

5. Work with School Improvement Center^,ri(5e^rsonnel to coordinate efforts, 
exchange Information and share resources. 
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Network of School Improvmtnt C«nf rt 



1. Problem solvlnsf with respect to Infornwitlon flow between the State 

Oepertment, School ilmprove)iient Centers end the public schools. 

2. Problem solving with respect to Issues that emerge around the 

organization and operation of Improvement Centers. / 

3. Long-range planning with respect to school Improvement/staff develop- 

ment efforts, and the roj a of_. School Improyement- Centers. wl thin 

these efforts. 



Network of Regional Cooperatives 

1. Problem solving with respect to the role and Interchange of 

Regional Cooperatives with the many established Institutions 
and agencies serving schools and school personnel. 

2. Problem solving with respect to Issues that emerge around the 

organization and operation of Regional Coope rat i ves . 



Long-range planning with respect to school i mprovement/s taf f 

development efforts, and ^he role of Regional Cooperat*! ves within 
these efforts. 



Network of Teacher Centers 

1. Problem solving with respect to the role and Interchange of Teacher 

Centers with established ins 1 1 tut Ions , agencies and associations 
already serving school personnel. 

2. Problem solving with respect to issues that emerge around the 

organization and operation of Teacher Centers. 

3. Long-range planning with respect to the role of regional Teacher 

Centers in school Improvement and the continued professional 
development of school personnel. 
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TASK FORCE ON FUNDING 
CONTINUED PROFRESIOHAL DBVEtOFMBNT (CFD) OF 
SCHOOL PERSONNEL 



In Its rtport^ OtttlnR Mors 0^J Schools , ths study group on Contlhutd 

Profssslonai D«v«lopnsnt of Scnoel Psrsonnal addrssssd ths ns«d for guld««» 
llnss to bs sstabllshed for financing staff dsvelopisant activities for school 
parsonnal in ths stata^ Tha study group's racoBSiandation No, 5 callad for 
thasa guldallnas to ba davalopad and namad tha Inplawantlng agancy as th« 
Oragon Educational Coordinating Cowmlsslon, with tha cooparation of tha Board 
of Education and ths Board of llighar Education. Tha rasults of this study 
wara to ba forvardad to the Intar-Agancy Council for tha Continued Professional 
Davalopmanti tha study group's successor* 

A Task Force on CPD Funding was formed in February. 1979, with tha following 
members t , 

Dick Perry and Vem Rempel, Department of Higher Education 
Don Klpp and Betty Fish, Department of Education 
Bruce Clere, OEA 
Tarry Llndqulst, COSA 
Thelma Elliot, 05BA 

Elinors Rogers and Clem Lausberg, OECC 

The Funding Task Force held a series of five meetings over a three-month 
t>eriod and developed this report. As outlined in the charge to the Task 
Force, the task force examined both present methods of funding and alternative 
approaches. In view of the diverse interests represented and varying vie%r- 
points, the tagjc force decided not to endorse any specific funding option, but 
to pass ^^oniiljke alternatives for consideration by the Interagency Council, 
affected agencRs^, and other interested parties. 

Charge to the Task Force 

Describe Present Methods and Funding, 

1. Examine the present methods of funding professional development ser- 
vices to school personnel and present fundinR levels (see Study Group 
renort as a nolnt of departure) . 

2. Examine the costs associated with present service delivery methods, 
including the management structure for provldinR such service. 

3» Examine the costs assocl/ited with present methods by type and purpose 

of professional developmnnt activities. 

4. Examine the extent to x^ich individuals, local school districts, colleges 
and universities, and other funding agencies presently share in the cost 
of professional development activities. 

Develop Alternative Approaches 

1. Collect information froth other atatea on methods of finding of develop- 
ment services foV school personnel. I 

2. Gather views and information from concerned individuaA and groups in 
Oragon (e.g., teachers, administrators, local achool b^rds, etc.). 

1. Dav«lon alternative approachea to the funding of nrnfooW^al davalopmtnt 



activltlaa in Oregon under differing assunptiona . 6, 
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fr»«»nt Findini (or CPD Actlvi^ |^' 

I.oc * 1 S chop 1 jMUi^tj- 1 <^t_ J!^^ 

Tuition r*l«bur<iem«nt 1. rrovld.d to cwny Or.nSn •chool dl.trlct p«r«onn«l 
who tiik* couraca to ..tUfy C*rtificiition requirement, or school dletrict • 
educetlonal requirement.. In 1977-78. 152 of 213 school district, surveyed 
provided relmbursenjent for .ddltlon.l .ducetlon for et laa.t .ome personnel. 
The ectu.l number of te.chere receivlnn tuition .upport , and the level of 
the support, verle. slRnlflcsntly amonj? the dlstrilcts. Only 20 of 36 dis- 
trict* with over 3.000 students provide tuition relmhur.ement . for example, 
ss compared to 50 of 59 school district, with 100 to 500 students. Many 
district, put first priority on tuition relmbure.ment for p.r.onnel ine.t- 
mg c.rtlflc.tlon requirement.. Tuition reimbursement often i. Included In 
coUcrtlv* hflrr.aininR contracts. 

t 

Table 1 

a nUtrlct RpqulrcH Mdltlon^^l Tflucntlon 

Twl t Ion Relmhuraement 



Dlstr lot 
Site 


t'd . Rrqulr«'ii 


K<1. Not Rftqulred 
Rut Reimbursed 


Total 
Relmh urned 


Surveyed 


Total 


.l5L-_ rv^rcent 


'lo. Percent 


No. [jeil^Pj. 


No. of 
niatrlctB 


District. 


3000 f 

1000-:' "99 
500- 990 
100- /.)') 

Under 110 

Tot ,>1 


a 221 
2 3 /,2 
12 31 
M 52 
.1 21 
79 37: 


1 2 331 

19 3/. 
16 Al 
19 32 
7 29 

7 3 3AT 


20 56J: 
A2 76 
28 72 
50 - 85 
_12 50 

152 1\X 


36 
55 
39 
59 

213 


37 
59 
45 
96 
86 

323 



Sourc: 197 7-78 COSA/OSM Survey of Salaries. Economic Ron.flr, a nd Selected Pol icies 
, J'L°r----''H^*-r'' ^" Oreaon <?chool nintrlcts.^ ' 

orcr ^f2^7V) ~ 



It shoul.l he cmplinslred the number of teachers who take advantaRe of tuition 
watycr, v.,rlo« «mpnr, districts, nnd with available dollars. For a represen- 
tative number of districts contacted In a recent telephone survey, from 20 
to 60 percent of teachers took ndvautane of tuition reimburaement , with the 
average reimbursement belnR $35 to $50 per credit hour, or a maximum yearly 
payment. Some exampleo are listed below: * 

Tnhle 2 ; 
Tuition Reimbirr^eTTicnt 
SeUctrd School Dlutricts - 1978-79* 



300CH ADM 

Albany IHi 
Forest Grove 
McMlnnvUlt 
Lnke 03wep,o 
Ccn t€nn 1 a1 
Reaverton 

IQOC)-2999 ADM 

Aatorla t 
OooW To. 
n«y ton 
Oakland 



A.5 
lA 



120 
150 / 

t 



38 
10 
23 
39 



Source: Or^^on School noardfli" Anjioclat ion 



I'nrtlcl- 

pnt Inp, 
T^na.chers 


Total 
Teachet'ft 


f^crcent 

Reim- 
bursed 


Payment 

Rate 
per Cr llr 


Maximum 
Payment 
per Year 


50-60 


2A0 


20-25% 


^51.67 


$155 


lOB ■ 


216 


50 




120 


46 


190 


2A 


36 


111 


132 


357 


37 


/.2 


126 


182 


. 319 


5 7 


51 


2 36 


500 


1200 


A? 


39 


156 



Ave - $251 per year 

33 3R9 
Ave - $80 p*r year 

6 hours actual coat 



Addltlaial information collected by the profession study group on the 
continued professions! development of school penionnfl R^rHno 
froa 9ur f^ShSff]!* 1« included in the Appendix, pp. 11-13~ 
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School dlitrlcts alto provide Inservlcii actlvHj^te tip «duC/itlon«l ptreonnel 
Including Inaervlce dayst special vorkshopa» end diletrict epoosomd claeses7' 
Typically, echool dlitrlct Ineervlce activities do not count toward meeting state 
certification requlrewsnts . Althouf^h there are a nuaibjir of co-opsrative pro- 
grams between higher education Instl t utlon* j^pd local school districts^ itost 
Inservlce activities are run Independ^xvUrr^ higher education certification ^ 
ProgrsiQfi, and ure not luh^ect to state reimbursement In the higher education 
budget. 

l>ocal school district Inservlce activities do not receive earmarked state aid 
In the Railc School Support formula. Like othitj:^ local school district educa- 
tional programs, however, they are presumed to rec«lv* a percentage (e.g, AOX) 
of coste through the Basic School Support formula. The ac^tual percent of state 
support to a given ichool district wiU vary from 2^o 60 percent depending 
on the expenditure level, and whether the district qvSllfies for equaliiatlon aid. 

A survey of 17 school district budgets in 1976-77^ found an estimated one to 
five percent of school district budgets devoted to corttlnuod professional de- 
velopment rtctlvltlii!* . These figures inc lude^ tul tlon re ItfHnrseroen t . personal 
leaves, supervisory tln»n, srtlarv costs for substitute teachers, travel costs, 
consultant tl^ and other coetfl to the districts. Hecause such Activities arc 
,not readily Identl fled \inder the current accounting structure, the total Ident- 
ified estimates wero bssrc! In part on interviews with local district administra- 
t ore An<i teache r-s . 

School dl.5tt*lcts «rt frtcrfd with a malor ta«k of providing Inservlce education 
for the education of hnnllcapped chllciren. Under state and federal mandates, 
olassroon teachorn need assistance In complying with V'V requirements, and 
a?islfltlng handicapped ctilldren In the repular clasflroom. Fxpendlturea for 
Inservlce are not eligible f-^r state reimbursement (I.e., 30 percent) as an 
approve<l excess specl;^! education cost. Tlie districts, however, have rece'lved 
$100,000 In 1977-7S In fcdernl project money. The future of this 

finding Is uncertain, and as shown In the attached list. Is distributed 
n^lnly to F.diic«tlon Service Districts In onlv a few geographical areas (see 
Table lA Appendix) . 

X Federal funds sre also being uaed for Inservlce and advanc«<i study 

for vocational educrttion staff development/ Approximately $600,000 la 
budgeted in 1980 for a wide* variety of staff training (see Table 3), 
ranging from staff development centera at Portland and Kugene to evaluation 
of the vocational needs of disadvantaged and handic/ipped students. A large 
number of Oregon educ nt ion personnel participate in these prolects^, including 
3,000 at the Development Centera, AOO In the statewide Inservlce project, 
and 1,000 teachers In the Interlnatitutlonal Consortium. Staff development 
Is the highest priority for vocational education, development under the Oregon 
^>tate plan for vocstio^"ial Ofhicatton. 

Table 3 
Staff Development Prolects 
Vocational Fducstlon 1980 



H'SlAylly^ Amount 

Portland 5. Kugene Staff Development Centers ^240,179 

Statewide laaervice Project 42 ,500 

naaic OSU Support (Pre-servlce h Inaervlce) 130, pOQ 

Kxtem Program (Training for Kxperlenced Teachers) 30,000 

Intefins titut ional Consortium 15,0Q0 

Health Kd. Teachers Staff Development 10 ,00b 

Diaadvantaged 6, Handicapped - Fvaluatlon 22,000 

Student Leadership Prooran 100 000 

Total S599I027 



Source t 

orcc 6/79 



Ottmr federal funds are expended for InMrvice trainini and other. ataff 
develo^Mnt activitias in a variety of federal titles and programs. These 
include Title IV^C of the BleMntary and Secondary Education Act (ESBA) ^ 
bilingual aducation project grjptS|.and Title I (ESEA) for lov iaeoM die* 
adYftntag«d students. 
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^cWif acondary Jduc « t Ijon in d 1 n 

Or«ioo*» funding policy for Rr«di»«t« •d^cfitlon v«rUt nlj^nlflcmtly dtp#nd- 
Ing on whethtr the co«r«« 1« off«r«d on cnrnput during th« r«gul«r ehrt«-t«n« 
academic yaar. In ag»n«r aaaslon, or on nn off-qampua, aalf-aupport baala. 
OMplta tha vide variation In a tat?- aupport lavtl , tuition char«aa art rala- 
tlvaly compar^bln and -approvad Rraduata rouraaa may count toward c^rtlflcf- 
.tlon raqulramenta In all th-ret Inatancra (n^r Tahla 4). No atata aupport la 
provided for prn^iuata atudenta at Indapt^nd^nt colUgaa, and tuition la 
alao hlpher than .it public InaMtutlon^. 

I Table A 

Illuatiatlon of Variation In State Support 
and Tuition Charp.ea p<?r FTE Student 
Craduata Tducntlon Co\iraaa- 197R--79 



K«Rijlar Gradutjje St\idenr 
Summer Seaalon 

Self Support-Off Campus 
Independent Col Ic^.a* 



State Support 
£5iLZIL Student 



Student Tuition 



$'^.100 $1,250 
360J 1,800 
^ l.ROO 
0 T.awla ^ Clark 2,070 
l.lnMald 2,925 
I I' of Portland 3^150 

•Summer Seaelon General Fund aupport divided by KTK atudenta 



State & 

Tuition 
Support 

$4,350 
2,160 
1,800 
2,070 
2,925 
3,150 



Regular <^_^nni£UB 

DurlHR the reRulAr three-term academic Year, graduate atudenta In education 

i^\V7*8^Q''^)f''MT'*''^^'' A'^T-n •P^roxlm-tely $4,350 per FTE a^udent 

n 1978^79. Of that «n>oimt , H.lfJO la atnte Hupport and $1,250 tuition 
in the ca«c of resident r.rndunte atudenta, 

Craduate couraea In education accounted for 23 percent of 500 le^^•l graduate 
enrolln»enta in the fall of 1977, Tnd 26 percent when ^gn-educatlon couraea 
required f or rt 1 f 1 caMon are Incbkied. 

0 

Fxpendlturea for ^rnduate teacher education, on ^he avorage, are leae than the 
average for all graduate programa. In the fall of 1977. aalary expendlturea 
per credit hour In graduate couraea UrK^ educat Ion UOOC and 500 level) were 
about 82 percent ot the /fverrfge of graduate UveV couraea In general. ($32 
per credit hour aa compared with $39 per credit hour). Salaiy coeta per 
credit houra for graduate couraea In education ranged from $25 at OCE to 
S5 7 at EOSC (aee T.-^blo 5). . 

Table 5 

Gradu4Jte LovqI liducatlon (4001 and 500 Level) 
Credit Mourn and Salary Coat per credit Hou^ - Fall, 1977 



Inatltutlon 

U. of Oregon 
Oregon State U» 
Portland State 
Oregon College 

SOSC 

KOSC 

Total 



Education 
(»rad uate C redit Ho^ra 

11,960 
3,203 
J. 5,057 
;f Ed. 4,070 
784 
182 



Education Salary Coet 
^r Ctedl t Hour 



25,256 



$33 
44 
30 
25 
37 
57 



^ All Graduate 
Salary Coet per 
Credit Hour 



$32 



Source J Coet Load Studlea, DepartMnt of Higher Education 
OECC 3/2 3/79 



$40 
40 
40 
29 
30 
51 



139 
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If It 1« «iisum«d •tfuc^ttrm expend Itiiren for RrAduntt teacher education are 
approximntely g2 percent of all graduate jtourHea , graduate teacher education- 
expenditures are an eatimated $6.4 Trillion in 1978-79 and a projected $15.3 
million for the 1979-81 biennium. Aa shown In Table 6, this eetimate is 
also based on graduate teacher education students consisting of 26 percent 
of Rraduate student PTE. • " 

Table 6 

F.stimated Graduate Teacher Fctucation 
Fxponditures - 1978-81 



Average Coat per FTE SJCudent 
Estimated FTE Students 



1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 

$3,582 SA.OBA $A,A01 

X 1.78 A X 1,797 x l,g08 

$6. A million $7. 3 million $8.0 million 

1979-81 - $15. 3 million 

Estimated at 82 percent of average graduate education cost per FTE student 
^(e.g., $3,582 of $A,368 per FTE student in 1978-79). 
Estimated 26 percent of all graduate FTE students are graduate teacher edu- 
cation students (e.g., 1,78A of 6,863 FTE students in 1978-79). 

Source: Department of Higher Education, TEP nnd Cost Load Studies. 
OECC 3/2 3/ 7<) ^ 

Sunmer Session 



State support of 3 <mime r sess Ion is much less than during the regular school year. 
Ncarlv 75Z of the summer session budget for 107^-79 was paid from student fees, 
or $/.. 2 million out of n budgeted $5.7 million. State support amounts to slightly 
under $8 per credit hour for the 191.306 credit hours offered in the summer, of 
which 100, 738 were graduate level c^M|^ The graduate tuition is generally 
$/.n per credit hour among the Stat|^Hi^m Institutions. 

Records are not available for the suiiw/ pj^^'irtj«^?^t> the sane detail as'for the 

regular school year. Cinsa s^ze?, how«i.v^i,iiir'iidW6' br^-much larger on th*.. averare 
for the summer progrnma (see Tqt}l|s1?i. t^^^il^WC^s^ ^^tioned the Chancellor's 



Office about sone graduate cl^^S^^i^^t hV*\jv>*^^ed -s tuden ts , whi<:h could be 
a threat to the quality of «^fj|^tt4Ct^^, accot^l^g* to TSPC. 



'K%ie 7 
Slimmer 1978 Enrollmcnta 
and Average Cl««8 Site 



Inis ti tulion 



Kducatlon 
Enro llments 



Sumner Graduate 
Avragri Clmuu Site 



Clasaas with A5 or 
mora studanta 



U. of Oregon 


A 10 A 


27.0 


23 


OSU 


2003 


19. A 


6 


PSU 


2603 


18.0 




OCE 


225 1 


17.1 


3 


SOSC 


12A3. 


15.9 


2 


KOSC 


112" 


9.3 




Total 


12, 316 


Average-19. 5 


3A 



ERIC 



Source: Department of Higher Education 
OECC 3/2 3/79 
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Off-c.«pu. cour««i «r. not .IMlbl. for .t.t. tupport .xcapt li> ip.clflc 
condition. In th* ttat. coII.rm and violv«r«ltlM. "m. 
197^79 .chool y.ar it th* flr»t y*ar vmd.r Institutional control of off- 
c««t>v« profr«*.lnR (In pl.ct of Wvl.lon of Contlnulm Kducatlon). About 33.000 
cr.Jtt houm wtr* t«ntrat.d. ri,iir«i currently «r« not avallabit on th* 
numhmr of cr«dlt hour* In aducMtlon. but It vm prtvloualy Mtlmatad at 
60 parcant imdar tha Dlvlalon of Continuing Kducatlon. which would ba an 
•atlmwtad 20,000 cradlt hour* of tha 31,000. 

Stodant chargaa par gradiuita^ cradlt hour ara HO fov thaaa coursaa whan 
offarad on an opan anrollmant baala, although aoMa of tha activity la dona 
through contracta. Local achool dlatrlcta may arranga for th« Inatltutlon 
to pro vl da Rraduata laval Inatnictlon to oducatlonil paraonnal In tha dlatrlct, 
often with partial or full tuition paid for tha atudanta. ^ 

Off-campu. <fouraa« muat ba fundad within lajtlalatlvaly approved #nrollmant 

^° 't-t' funding for off-caii^>u8 couraaa waa approvad by 

tha l')79 Ucl«l«tura, although a raquaat wan included In tha Board of Hlghar 
Rdm-atlou bmlRat. T>>a Board of Hlghar Education doaa pan.lt Inatltv.tlona 
b«iiM thair lafil»Utlvely approvad anrollmant to provlda off-eaamua progra»« 
on In load baalii (with axlatlng faculty). Tha Inatltutlona hava a cholca 
batwaan funding laglalatlvaly approvad arti-ollmanta althar on caa^ua or In 
off-ca»pua locatlona. Bayond that lav«l ^ Inatltutlona momt althar fi«d 
addUl.onal couraa<i on a aal f-aupport baala or v«»dar contractual arr«i«xaMnta 
with local achool dlatrlfta without atata ftmda. 

L"? d«r«n<i«n t Jj oJJ ejyiB 

ll»e independent CoUaRaa «o not racolva atata aupport for gradiuita laval 
cU.sa. tauRht to OreRon raaldanta. Still, thara haa baan a ataady growth 
tu education graduate dagraaa In tha Independent coUagaa. While tuition at 
the Independent collagaa la generally higher than In the public sector, 
the differential la leas than for undergraduatea . 0v«r 320 uMitar's degreea 
were nwarcled from Independent collegea In 1976-77 aa cowparad to 83 In 
1969-70. Tha leading Independent collegea In graduate level enrolla^nt In 
• dMcntlon are Uwla and Clark. IMlverelty of Portland, l.lnfleld. and Pacific 
(See Tub lf» 8) . 

Table 6 

Independent ColUgai - Cradiwita Kducatlort 
l>of^^*•• jmd Enrollnant 



In*tltutlori 



Fall Enroll— nt - 1978 



215 
73 

9 



228 
109 
39 
21 



Uwlfi and CUrk 
Unlverwltv of Port Iund 
Pacific 
Llnf tr h! 

OKCC 1/7 3/79 

P^rl vjaite ^r ovldera of_ I n g g r v icm 

A nMmJ)er of nchool dUtrlcta have fsngagtd private corporations and agencl«a 
In providing Inaervlco for their educational pemonnel. The Oregon City 
School District, for fxai«pl€,h« need on^^day workehope or short tern coureee 
for tc«cher« ^nd «dmlnli t ratore . A aample of provider! offering prograt» in 
Oregon le listed below (see Table 9) of which some offer college credit 
coMfjiefi, 

Table 9 



Corporation/^ A £e ncy 

1) LeaminR Institute 
(Palo AUo, Csl.) 

Kducatlon Conmiltlng 
Assoclatrd (t)enver ) 

3> United I.etmlng 

Institute (TacoPA, )7n . ) 

) Do v« 1 opment S e rvl ces 
Corp. (Ballev\ie) 



Reading Foi 

of Cnllfoti. . 



>t Ion 
'ami. f>r\tk) 



Projram 

Workshops for 
Teachers 

One nay Workehop 

??iin»T»r Workshop 

Pereonel Orowth 
Short Coureee 

ManageMnt 
5smlner« 



Re 



Touree 



70 



Cost 

$45 - X dgy workshop 

$120 - 3 hour credil t course 

$45 - 1 day workshop 

Not^ Available 

$65 per day 

$100 -f additional 

0 for 2 college credits 
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T«h^« 10- Tlluntratlv* Culdtllnea For Th« Funding of 
Continued Prof«««lon«l Dtvmlopwtnt Actlvltl«« 

For School P^monnul In Orrjcon 



[rht Coaol ttfrt took no position 
on th« alternative fundinf op- 
tipn tt b ut presents then for 

)rlev 



INTERESTS SF.RVFD 



FUNOINC RESPONSIBILITY 



CPD CATEGORY 



EXISTING FUNDirio 
ARRAWCE , NgNTS 



Guidelines for Funding Inservlce 
Studies 



ALTERNATIVE PRIONS 
(FOR DISCUSSION) ^ 



I. District identified needs/ 
requl r#»nw»n ts 



Strtte Identified needs/ 
requi reinen t* 



FetWirally Identified nerds/ 
rcqul remen ts 



Tsacher Identified needs/ 
requirements 

«, Colleglal Exchanj^e 

b« Teecier Centers 

Guidelines fofr Fundlnj^ Advanced 
Studies 



A shared responsibility between the Inservice Dsys 

locjil board, district sdminlst rators, Staff Develop- 
and the dlatrlct faculty n»nt (In dis- 

trict) 



A shared responsibility acroes sll 
Institutions and agencies In Oregon 
that support the schools; coordin- 
ating reeponalbl lltics noed to be ^ 
aaslRned to one Agency. 

Shared reaponalb 1 11 ties between the 
fetleral j;oveminent and all Inatltu- 
tlons and apencles In Oregon that 
support the schools: coordinating x 
resnonslbi lities need to be asaljmed 
to one a^^ency. 



Teachers themselves 

Federal Funds for Teacher Center 



Flrat Aid 
Antidiacrlolna- 

tlon L«w8 
State Standards 



PL 9h-U2 For 
Handlcappec^ Vo- 
cation Education^ 
Others 



Professional 
Development 



BSSF & Lofal Revenuea 
RSSF & Local Revenuea 
ESD - Reaolutlon Ser- 
vices or Contract 

BSSF h Local Revenuea 
ESD - Reaolutlon Ser^ 
vl ces 



C^neral Federal Aid 

for Target Group 

Studenta 
Canaarked Federal Aid 

for Target Croup 

SCudonta 
State and Local Plan* 

nlng Funda. 



Uniaerve ^ 

Teacher Centers - No 

State or Local Funda 



« Earsuirk Amount In BSSF 

e Separate State Catef^orlcal 
Aid: Amount Pet Staff 
Matched Fron State Funds 
Diatrlbuted to Dt. or ESD 

e General Increase (e.g. 50X 
In State DSSF) 

m Earmark Portion of Increaaes 
In Certlficat^oti Fees for 

ESD Ineervlce 

e Mscchlng State Categorical 

Aid 

e Permit Inservloe to be 

Claimed aa Special Education 
Exceaa Costa ^ 



e InCemahip Prograa - No 

Recert ificatlon Fequiremente 



[e Federal Funding only 
e Hatching Itate Funde^ 



1. Studlea leading to certl- 
flcatea required to main- 
tain current lob poalrlona 



The Individual seeking the certifi- 
cate and State assistance to higher 

edncaton 



*See attached deecriptlona of major opclona 



71 



Certification 



State Sut>port to Higher 
Educaton (3 Cera) 

DCE (Self aupport) 

Sunner School - State 
Support 

(Individual Tuition or 
Partial District Reim- 



• State Funding - Higher Edtr- 
cation Off<»Caapus Couraea 

e Local School District Ineer- 
vlce - Higher Educaton or 

TSPC 

* Teacher licensura Exam 
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TNTKkKSTS SK.RVT.D 



(Tn CATT-OORV 



2, Stiidl«fi U/idlnK to m n«v 
position 

a. Sf?lf-dnltl«ted 



Dl«trlct-lnl tl«t€d 



Sludl«« Uadlng to •nhAnco- 
■•nt of on«'« self M a 
prof«««lontl, lnd«p«nd#nt 
of certification 



Th« Individual seeking tha certN 
ficata and State Aaaiatanca to 

Higher Education 

Shared re«pon« Ibl li ty batveen the 
dlatrict «nd tha individual that 
la preparing for tha n«w position 

Tha Individual engaging In advanced 
e tudy 



Certification 
Requl renen t 



0 
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FXISTINU FONDtr^. 
ARRA>NGRMENTS 



(FOR DISCUSSION) 



State Support to . 

Higher Edikcatioif 
(Individual Tuition 

or District ltei»- 

buraenent) 



State Support to 
Higher Education 
(Individual Tuition) 



e Higher Individual Share of 
Inatructional Coete 

e Application of Federal In- 
COM Tex Rule Higher 
Charge If New Foal t ion Sought 



Self Support 
Support 



No State 



09 

I 



V 
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T*bU 10 pn>vl<W« lllu«tr*tlv» gut<Wllntt« for fundlnp various typO of. atudy. 
The guld«lin«a r«fl«ct th« prineipU of *^coata MiuMd according to InUraata 
a«rv«d/* Th« atudy group Initiatod ch« llluatr#tlon and tha taak forco hao 
ax!>andad lt» Including funding optiona, j 

•n\a Funding Tok roro4 took no poaition on tha altamattv« funding optlona. 
but praaanta than for ravlaw, 

*• ■ 

Optlona for r\ydinE ^naarvlca Rduc^tio>p 

• CoijtlniM Rxia^lnt Fxyidlng of Inaarylea - School dlatrlcta would contlnua to 
hudgat fiwxia for Inaarvtca actlvltlaa fro« avallabla atata, locals and fadaral 
aourcaa, 0«narally apaaklng, achool dlatrlcta ara raqulrad to rank Inaarrlca 
naada agalnat othar coapatlng daatanda for llwltad raaourcaa^ although aoM 
fadaral projact funda ara aarmarkad for Inaarvlca actlvltlaa, Incraaalng 
Inaarvlca damanda hava raaultad froa nav itata and fadaral mandaCaa (a.g.» 
Oraaon 8tata Standarda for S9honlav Indlvldiuilliad aducatlw progtwai-CIIPa) 
for tha handicappad^ ate). 

• Karmark Aaount In n ^alc School Support - Within tha total Raalc School Support 
appropriation, aamark a apacific aaount for Inaarvlca aducatlon, Tha awunt 
could ba a parcantAga of tha appropriation (a.^., 2, 3 parcant) or a, apiclflc 
aaoixit par taachar or par atudant. Thla approach vould Ilka ly raqulra adadn- 
latratlva guldallnaa daflnlng panalaalva inaarvlca axpandlturaa, aa w«ll «« 
coMparabla racord kaapln^ to aaaura atata funda vara axpandad for tha purpoaa 
Intendad. Hiatorlcally, Una Itani in tha Baalc School Support appropriation 
hava baan avoidad in ordar to aaaura local managaaant flaxibility. 

• g^tata Catagorical Aid - A a«parata appropriation' for Inaarvlca aducatlon would 
hava to conpata with nuinaroua othar cataj^orical alda, luch aa apaclal aducatlon, 
talantad and Rlftad, and child davalopnant apaclallata. A catagorical aid 
program would hava to deflna Ita purpoaa aa to whathar auccaaaful pilot prograna 
vara baing fundad for dlaaamlnation to othar dlatVicta. or if tha itata wara 
Intaraatad in picking im an onjtoin)( ahara of mxcm%% coata. Aa diacuaaad by 

tha conaalttaa, locul aatchlng funda could ba raqulrad fi^oa achool dlatrlcta or 
R8Ba aa a condition to atata funding. An appropriation of $100 par taachar 
would amount to naarly $2.'S million par yaar for tha 2^,986 taachari atatawlda, 

• ^'•nar^l Incraaae in Stati Baalc School Sunnort - Thla approach vould raly on 
ganaral Incraaaaa In tha atata parcantaga of achool aupport (a;g,. 50 parcant) 
to giva local achool dlatrlcta tha nacaaaary funding for inaarvlca aducatlon. 
Inaarvlca aducatlon vould naithar ba aamarkad in tha atata Baalc School 'Sup- 
port appropriation nor ba tha aubjact of a aaparata atata catagorical aid 
program, Dlatrlcta vould ba axpactad to davalop thalr inaarvlca prograaa 
within tha total atata and local funda avallabla, aublact to tha adainla trativa 
• tandarda of tha t)«partraant of Kducation, 

*• Earmark Portion of Ca rti f ication Faea for Inaarvlca - Tha praaant cartlflcatloo 
faa for taachar licanaura ranaval would ba Incraaaad, with tha ravanua aaraarkad 
for inaarvlca aducatlon, Undar aavaral optiona diacuaaad by tha comlttaa, a 
$25 faa Incraaaa vould g^narata approximata ly $375,000 par bianniua, aiid a'$15 
Incraaaa vould provida $22^,000 par biannluai, Thaaa amounta could ba natchad 
by aithar atata Oanaral -fund dollara or local dlatrlct or K8D affort laidar thla 
Approach. Inaarvlca aducatlon plana could ba approvad for aligibllity at tha 
■ tata laval undar thla approach, or laft to local dlatrlct <}lacration, 

• ^P«Ci«l g4ucation Rxcaaa Coat^ - Inaarvlca aducatlon coata to train ta achat! 

to comply with atata and fadaral mandata^ for tha handicappad ara not allflbia ^ 
for 30 parcant atata reimburaaaan t aa "approvad axcaaa coata" for apaclal 
education, Tliia prohibition la In tha adalnla tratlva rulaa of tMk DapartMant 
of Education rathar than a atatutory raqulramant, and la aubjact to aMndwant ' 
by tha Stata Board of Kducation, Fadaral furda undar PL94-142 ara alao 
axcludad fro» 'approvad axcaaa coat'^^al«a^ but may ha Juaa4 ^or iMaturle*- ' 
aducatlon. purpaaaa r -y^^'''.-: ^ - -r — • ' .. ' ; V.^ _ 

• Intamahlp FrQ|rain - l^ndar thla approach, by 1985. a .dna-yaar'i«3|rnahip ' 
ba raqulrad of all alamantary and aacon4iiry taacT^f-ta -prior 

f ication, Thii program coul^j-^j^^p 

prograa^ a fivt-yaar blcoalauraata^ol^ or coirW'mto^ 

bachalor'a dagraa and ba affatad urMr tha auparvialon of dlatrlcta approvi'd 

by TSPC, Tha raqulrad fifth yaar certification for aacondary taaohara would 

ba alininatad, Continuad profaaaional daval^pMnt for taachara would ha carriad 

on through ataff davafopniant prograna of achool dlatrlcta and K8D« aa part of 

tha Board of Educatlot^^a atata atandarda for achoola. 
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run<jln|t of Teachtr C^nttre - A United nuiirf>er of teaching c«ntere ere nov 
funded l>v the feJerAl govemewint. Teacher centers can serve a variety of 
purposes, including inservic* education, advanced studies and other exchanges 
with colleagues. Under this aodel for staff <Uve lopnent , state and local 
funding could also be supplied to supplement a limited federal effort. 
Iseue% Wbuld have to be resolved, however, regarding sMBbership and selection 
process to the governing boards, the relationship of the local school distrijit, 
higher education institutions, and state agencies to the centere. 




• ^••c^^T Corps In recent years, federally funded Teacher Corps prolects 
given enphasls to inservlce education. Programs «c the University of Oreg^ 
«n(! Portland Statfe University have cooperated wlih local school districts In 
developing innervlce education p tog raws , Oregon also participates in the. 
National Council of the States on Inservlce Kd.ucatlpn which is funded throuth 
Tracl^er Corps, T!u!ro arr e)q>ectatlons that future funding will be available 
for additional inniirvlcr activities. 

• Un I serve Centers - Inservlce education conducted by feacher organl xatlons 

for iaenl)er t.cnchern Is cither paid for bv Individual teachers or professional 
organizations. 

Got ions for Funding Advanced Studies 

• !>t«t« Kundlng - Htaher Eduqatlon Off-caippuii CQurttt - Under thli approach, tha 
higher education li\a 1 1 tut lona would racelva atnte funding for education coureaa 
In off-campue locations, such aa local school .dlatrlcta or ESDa. Tha funding 
could be either aa a aeparate earmarked amount or an Increaee In the total 
lep.ls lat I v«ly-approv»d errrol imante . Currently, off-carapua education coureee 
miifit be funded within legl a la tl ve ly-app roved enrollMnt levela. No additional 
state funding apeciflcally for off-canpua couraea waa approved by the 1979 Legla- 
Intvire, although n requeat wan Included In the Board of Higher Education budget. 

• 1-^x^al School District Staff Development - Local achool diatrlcta or ESDs, In 
cooperation with higher education Ine 1 1 tut lone , can aet up Inaervlce education 
programs which count toward teacher certification requlrementa . The actual 
nun^ier of auch approved programa haa been minimal In the paat. Formal encour- 
agement would be given to the higher education Inetltutlona and TSPC to expand 
thoso cooperative prognima In the future, ualng both higher education 'faculty 
and omplovon of loral school dlatrlcta and ESDs. 

• Teacher L.l censure Txam - Teachers would be required to pasa a competency exam 
/or cither entry Into the profoaelon or continued certification. Under thia 
approach, certlf lc;»tlon requlrementa baaed on a specific nuaber of graduate 
level hours would ho. replaced by succeeRful performance on a uniform ,x«n by 
subject or grade l«vol. The> main limitation under this option is the availability 
of adequate teatlnR instruments, Inclvkllng the aublectlve ludgment. of teachere 
nnd prevs about torching o f feet Iven^ss . Advanced study course, on unlver.ity 
campuses would be voluntary rather than mandatory. Under this approach it is 
poajllblc that grndaate credit hours in education courses could be reduced. An' 

-•Ksm ilflo might he used for teachers who wleh to add sublect areaa to their 
ftxlatljtf jcertlflcares. 

• 'M&hcr I»^,^l,vlduyl Share of Instruction Coats - Based on the economic benefit, 
♦ml profeasFijnal opportunlt lea for educator." who take advanced atudie., hlglier 
tuition could be charged to graduate education atudenta. Some would even advo- 
Vk!* that^raduat* education «our.e. be placed on a aelf-.upport ba.ia. Under 
this model, graduate level education coats could b. paid directly by tlTl achool 
district or individual teachers, with higher education placed in the ..me com- 
petitive position, as private provider, of inservlce education actlvUl.a.^ 

• r«<i«^r'»l «nd State Income Tax Rule - Educational per.orinel can claim a federal 
and state Income tax deduction for those advanced couraea neceaaary to main- 

J " "^'^^"K poalti^n, but not for advance«.nt to new reapon- 

albilitiea. IhU philosophy could be extet^ded to the tuition charged to grad- 
uate education atudenta. with higher tuition chargea for thoae Individual! 
•eeklng advancement to new poaltlona. There would be obvlou. adalnlatratlv« 
probl.M In determining the motlv.tlont of Individual atudentt for fee purpo.*. . 
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DISTRICT CX^CNOITUMS FOR THE 
COHTIMUtO FROrCSSIONAL OtVCLO^HCMT OF SCHOOL PCRSOHNCL* 



ADh above 

20.000 

District A 
Olstr let B 
District C 

ADM between 

7,000-1^4.000 

District 0- 
District E 
District F 

ADM betvveen 
6.OO0-7»0OO 



Budget^^ 
ident i f led 
Do) lers 



I 



$1 ,086, UO 
323.696 



?, 1*40 

18,952 



P«rc«nt 

of Total 
Budgtt 



It 



.01 

. I 



Total** 
Identif l«d 
Ool Ian 



P«rc«nt' 
of Total 
Bud^at 



$2,707,729 
1.536.219 
1 .03'*, 905 



890,133 
595.753 
395.733 



3X 

»» 

3 



Dot lars 
par 

Chi Id 



%h7 
76 
51 



67 
83 
111 



District G 
District H 
DUtrict I 

ADM between 
I , 500-3 ,000 

District J 

District K 

Distr ict L 

District M' 

ADM between 

500-1 ,000 

District N 

Distr Ict 0 

District P 

District Q 



M ,887 



300 
^50 




'*65,996 
161 .790 
1 1'<,660 



21 1 ,562 
l'»3.32'» 
85.915 
7^,083 



119.707 
59.759 
27. ^Sh 
20,633 



5 
5 
2 
2 



6 
5 
2 
I 



79 
2k 

35 



85 
100 
33 
26 



III 
98 
'•7 
21 



^ Based on interv^^ews with superintendents cTr their designates In 17 school 
districts. Districts studied were selected on the basis of geographic 
location (all geographic areas of the state were represented) and ilze. 

Budget Identified dollars are the monies eartnarked In school budgets 
for staff development or " I nserv I ce' ac 1 1 v 1 1 1 es . Total Identified dollars 
are the monies actual I y av'a lleble wlthlr> budgets for such act i v 1 1 1 ei 
though not necessarily designated as such. They Include salaries for the 
propcJrtlon of time principals or other administrative personnel spend In 
supervision or other staff development activities; monies to pay »ub»tl- 
tutes when teachers engage In staff or program development activities; 
monies to pay travel and tuition costs for' teachers attending dUtrfct 
required staff development activities; etc. 



Soure«t 



Ctttlnx More fr<m Out tcho^la . Profeeelon W14e Study Group 
ontlnutd rrofeialooal I)«v«lopMnt of School P^rtonitel in Or 

77 



Tont 

Jun« 1978* 



on the 
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Source Of Payment For CPO Act I vl tU* Pursued 
For Advanced Certification Or An Advenced Degree* 



M 



Elenentary Teachers 
Cert t f icate 
Degree 



Participant*, 
In Form of 
Tuition or Fee* 



Own 
School 
District 



15T!>er7T!7r 

State Dept 
Prof As toe 



Combination 
of Sources 



Jr/Sr High Teachers 
Cprtlflcote 
Degree 

Teachers of Excep- 
tional Children 
Cert I f i cate 
Degree 

Other Special I sts 
Cert I f j cate 
Degree 

Pr i nc i pal » 

Cert I f icote 
Degree 



10 
13 



15 
3 



0 



22 
9 



)7 
8 



10% 
69 



67 
67 



loo 

0 



'77 
78 



59 
75 



6ot 

^7 
33 



0 
0 



23 



53 
25 



OX 
B 



0 

0 



0 
0 



9 
11 



2i| 

0 



31 



13 
0 



0 
0 



23 
22 



35 
50 



^ Sor,e activities hod r>ore than one source of Jiupport. which accounts for the 
percentages shown a;ld ing up to more than 100. 



[Tig hl ights 1 



• The most co.-T^on source of payment for CPD activities engaged In for pur- 

poses of an advanced certificate or an advanced degree Is the partici- 
pant involved. The percentage of participants paying for the CPD acti- 
vities described ranged,/rom 59 percent for principals to 100 percent 
for teachers of exceptional children. * 

e.The participants' districts frequently paid for the cost of graduate work 
pursued, though ;erreraMy speaking less than:half the time. 

• Arranging to h.ve several sources share In paying for a particular CPD 

experience leading to on advanced certificate or on advanced degree Is 

not unco;---on. 



Source; 



r ^^""'.."£'""/^''!!' ^'•hnna . Prof«.,lon Wld. Study Croup on th. 

zi'irji'"""'""'*' "-lop'-'t 0' school v,„o.ji tizz^T 
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TabU 13 

Source Of Payment For CPO Activities Pursued For R««ton» 
Other Thfln Advanced Certificate And Advanced Degrea 



N 



Par t i c I pants , 
In Form, of 
Tu i t Ion or Fees 



Own 
School 
District 



IMNJA^Y TEACHE 

•ob Respons Ibl I I ty 28 

'ew Job Oes I red 3 

"rof Improvement 59 

!>ther Rensons 7 

•/SR HIGH TEACHERS 

'ob Responslbll I ty 2} 

^ew Job DesI red 2 

"rof Improvement 6? 

Jther Reasons I? 

lACHERS OF EXCEP- 
lONAL CHILDREN 

lob Responslbl I ity 12 

■lew Jol> Des t red 2 

*rof Improvement 22 

Jther Rfiosons 6 

FHER SPECIALISTS 

*ob Respons I bll I ty '♦2 

^ew Job Desired 7 

^rof Improvement 115 

)ther Reasons 23 

;INCIPALS 

•ob Respons Ibl I i ty 71 

^ew Job DesI red 1« 

*rof Improvement I '♦7 

"^thar Reasons 16 



2U 
67 
32 
A3 



50 

3^ 
2k 



2 5% 
0 

27 
17 



26% 
71 
3A 
'♦3 



75 
17 
6 



66% 
0 



83% 
100 
A9 
53 



50% 
0 
^5 
33 



67% 
^♦3 
38 
39 



State 

Dept of 
Educat Ion 



Prof 
As soC 



Other 
Sourcas 



Combination 
of Sourcat 



7% 


0% 


kx 


nt 


33 


0 


0 


0 


2 


7 


7 


19 




0 


U 





0% 


9* 




0% 


0 


0 


' 0 


50 




)6 


13 


16 


0 


2A 


6 


6 



17% 


0^ 


8% 


0% 


50 


0 


50 


0 


27 


0 


5 


5 


17 


0 


33 


0 


17% 


$% 


m 


33% 




1A 


]U 


A3 


n 


n 


17 


21 


9 


k 


13 


9 



77% 


11% 


^ 3% 


7X 


7X 


25 


0 


0 


0 


0 


62 


13 


17 


6 




75 


6 


0 


6 


6 



urea: 



rigrnntr Mnrr frnm nur Srhnnia , Profession Wide Study Group on the Contlnuad 
ProfaMlonol nevelopment of School Peraonnel in Oregon, June 1978. 
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Inservlce Projects Funded by SDE, 1978-1979 
^ vitn Pttdtrtl Puhds undtr PL94*142 (handic«pp«a) 

Coos E.S.O. ^ provide training and consultant follow-up for teachers and other 
school staff In the Coos County area ($9,256) 

Hillsboro Scijool District - develop a training program aimed at non-school 

' education staff including teacher s, teacher aides, play ground aid e s 

- principals, -and bus drivers; produce'a set of "videotapes and accompany-"" 
Ing training materials ($4,000) ' ^ 

Jefferson E.S.D. -train regular classroom teachers in Crook. Jefferson, and 
neighboring counties in classroom management; train resource persons in 
each school to assist other teachers ($1,600) 

Lane Douglas Jackson E.S.O. 's - work through regular staff meetings on 

the building level to Identify county-wide needs dnd resources for -Imple- 
menting PL 94-142 and to match-needs and resources where possTtjIe ($16,200) 

Oregon College of Education - prepare teachers- and administrators In central 
and eastern Oregonyo evaluate and teach handicapped children ($18,500) 

Portland State University- - train administrators and counselors In the mid- 
wiilamette Valley in understanding of and provision of services for the 
handicapped ($14 ,470) 

U. of 0. Health Sciences Center - provide training In the interdisciplinary 
team Pi^ocess for school district personnel in several locations around' 
the state {$20,000), 

Wasco E.S.D. - provide training to improve knowledge, attitudes, and skills 
■ ^ti^v^m^*^^* administrators, and support personnel in mid-Columbia region 

/ 

nv.cc. 3/23/79 



^ ngftlny Mf^r^ frcftn Qt^y ^^f^nfilM, Profession wide Study Group on the Continued 
Profeaaional Development of School Personnel in Oregon, June 1978. 
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orrict or the •urtniNTtNOiNT 



November 28, I978 



TO: ESD Superintendents ^ 

RE: A Request for a Proposal to Test the Feasibility of Oregon's Proposed 
Support System for Locally Sponsored Staff D«velopment/SchooI 
Improvement Act I vi t ies — 

, L 

The new Minimum Standards that have been adopted for schools In Oregon, TVibl I c Law 
9A-U2, and a host of other factors have highlighted the need for continuing fi*ff 
development and program Improvement activities on the part of schools. Both reqyire 
resources and expertise t\iat most districts are, hard (^rca*ed to find-. \ 

For the past two years a profess Ipn-wl de study group consisting of representatives 
from all Institutions, agencies and professional associations In Oregon Involved In 
schooling and the preparation of school personnel have been working toward the develop- 
ment of a profession-wide system of support for schools as they undertake staff de- 
velopment/school improvement efforts. Last spring the study group submitted a set 
of broad policy recommendations to the i ns 1 1 tut Itains y>d agencies represented on. the 
study group that if adopted would establish a soTW basis for thinking about the con- 
tinued professional development of school personnel In Oregon (see "Getting More From 
Our Schools; Policy and Procedural Recommendations for the Continued Professional 
Development of School Personnel In Oregon"). These recommendations have now been 
actedvjjpon by the institutions and agencies Involved, and an INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR 
THE CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL Is In the process of being 
established. The RFP attached Is a direct outgrowth of the work of the study group, 
and Is one of the first project activities to be sponsored by the INTERAGENCY COUNCIL. 

Late In May the State Deportment of Education, along with three other states received 
a federal grant to design the kind of support system for schools that has been called 
for In the recommendations of the profession-wide study group. Central to the 
proposed support system Is the Idea of pool ing resources and expertise, In the form 
of ••Educational Cooperatives" or "Educational Consortia," across districts, ESD's, 
Institutions of higher education and educational R and D agencies. In this plan the 
State Department is to serve as a support agency to the various regional consortia, 
working primarily with and through the EsD's. 

The RFP that Is attached provides further Information about these Ideas, and outlines 
a procedure for testing their feasibility. To help districts and cooperating Institu- 
tions prepare for the next set of requirements that flow from the new Standards, the 
faaslbillty test Is to be designed around the program Improvement reqi^lrement within 
the Standards (Standard 208, parts 2, 3 and 4). I hope you will consider responding 
to the request, and in this way help us find a way to make better use of I ncreas I ngl y < 
I Iml ted .resources to further the quality of schooling In Oregon. If you have 
questions, please call Or. Betty Fish, at 378r3566. 

Verne Duncan 
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REQUEST FOR A PROPOSAL 



Testing th« Feasibility of Oregon's Proposed 
Support System for LocaHy Sponsored Staff 
Oevelopment/School Improvement Activities 



Purpose 



7 



To esk. two regional groupings of education Institutions and agencies to de- 
termine theJ feaslbl I Ity o^ pooling resources and work I ng cooper* ttve I yto ass iTt 

local districts In staff development/school Improvement efforts. The question 
of feasibinty is to be studied from two points of view: (I) that of the Insti- 
tutions and agencies whose resources are to be pocfled Including local districts, 
and (2) that of local districts wanting to use ^e added resources available' to 
them through the pool. , m/' 



Each regional grouping Is to consist, minimally, of two Icfcal districts, one 
ESQ and one f^tltution of higher education. Other Institutions and agencies may . 
be Invited to join the C&nsortlum as needed or desired, fpr example, additional 
lea's or ESO's, oran educational R s D agency, but this Is up to hhe organizing 
Institutions Involved. Al I who come together for purposes of "the project, how- 
ever, wi f l be ex'pected to work together as an "Educational Cooperative" or "Educa- 
tional Consortium" for the duration of the project. Each Consortium will be ex- 
pected to work closely with personnel from the Department of Education and members 
of the newly established INTERAGENC-Y COUNCIL FOR THE CONTI NUEO PROFESS lONAL DE- 
VELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL. The Teaching Research 0 1 vl s ion oT the State System 
of Higher Education, upon request, will be able to provide some staff assistance- 
tyeach Consortium. ' * 



Central to the- proposed support system for local districts Is the concept 
of Education Extension Centers. As presently conceived reach ESO would establish 
si0,h a Center within Its own organizational structure, and would assign the. Cen- 
ter responsibility for supporting local districts IrT staff developmen t /school 
Improvement efforts. Funds to operata the Center, at least Initially, would come 
from the ESD. The plan also calls for a statewide network of Centers to be 
formed as an organizational structure through which the State .Oepa rtment , ESD's 
and local districts would communjcate and share resources. 



Work to be Accotnpl ished 

Each of two local districts within each Consortium (a) prepare a staff de- 
ve I oprwnt /school Improvement (SO/SI) plan that meets an Identified learning need 
of students within their respect Ivc jdl strlcts (where need Is defined as a learn- 
ing .outcdme that is desired but not being achieved); (b) Identify the functions 
tb be performed In Implementing each plan by the various members of the Consor- 
tium; and ' (c) estimate the costs that would be Incurred by each member of the Con- 
sortium In Implerriintlng each plan. NOTE: Each df the SD/SI plans is to^cover a 9 to 




Part Iclpants 





•12 month period of time {the*" summer months may be used), and each Is to 
Include provisions for determining short-term effects (effects during 
the year of implementation) and long-term effects (effects over one tp 
three yerars after Implementation). Teachers and administrators iFrom 
the. buildings in which. SD/SI plans are to bo Implemented must be in- 
volved In preparing thi? plan and assessing the feasibility of Its Im- 
plementation. / . 

On the basis of ti^ese planning exertlses, representatives from eac^r^ 
Institution in the Consortium are to de'scribe (a) the procedures'^'ol lowed 
in ^veloping each SD/SI plan and Its accompanying cost estimates; (^L 
the -contr i but ion whi ch each participating institution was able to nJH^ 
In develoR^ing each plan; (c) the contribution each participating In^BF , 
tution was able to make toward implementing each plan; 'and (d) the 
problems/limitations encountered either in designing the SD/SI plan or 
In thinking ^hrough its Implementation. « 

After completing these statenv<;nts each participating Institution 
is to prepare a brief Statement describing from its own-point of view 
the feasibility of engaging in such an approach to staff development/ 
school improvement efforts on a continuing and expanded basis. This 
feasibility statement is to take, into account all aspects of the plan- 
ning exercise, including actual and projected costs, and Is to Include 
recommendations as to how the proposed SD/SI support system for schoo>^ 
in. Oregon might be improved or made more practical.' 

4 

T i me 1 i nes 

o ■ . 1 

Proposal Cb be submitted to the State Department of Education by 
Friday, December 22, I978. It is anticipated that at least two propos- 
als will be funded. Notification of Department decisions on proposals 
will be provided by Friday, January" 5, 1979.^ A progress report .(oral) 
will be made, by representatives from each Consortium at a one-day meet- 
ing call.ed by the State Department i f> mi d- February . A final report 
(written) I s to be filed with the State Department by April I5. 

FundiDQ 

; ; . . / 

Two -thousand five hundred dollars^ to each Consortium, with $500 
payable on February 10 and March 10 and $1,500 payable on acceptance 
of th\e final report. 

Proposal Foi^mat^ and Preparation • ' ^ 

> ^ u ^ • 

. The proposal should address the followinq point-$, though not neces- 
sarily in'the orde^r listed: 

' ■ • Participants iVi the Consort i um submi tt Ing the^roposal; 
. m The two Iqcal districts who will identify the instructional 

. program iii\need pf imp^ovemen t , and prepare, an appropriate 
• staff d^velopmen^/proaram Improvefnent plan; 
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^ • The Identified ttudent need #round which the SO/SI effort 
1$ likely to be undertektn, end the tource of evidence 
used In Identifying the heed; 

• A first epproximetlon to the procedure* to be followed In 

designing the SO/SI plen; 

• Oeslgnetlon of • project director or coordinator; 

• Desighation of a f.iscal agent. 

The proposal should not exceed, two or three pages In length, 

Proposel -SugmUsion - 

The fkroposal should be delivered to Dr. Betty Fish, Center_£af 
Program Coordination, State Department of Education by no later tt)an 
3:00 p.rfi., Trlday, December 22. The proposal should be submitted by 
the InstUution serving as fiscal agent for the project. 

\ 
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